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Introduction and Ea~k~round 

In the aftermath of the Pan American World Airways (Pan ~erican~ Flight 103 

---iation disaster, c,. and at the urging of the victims' families, President Bush 

created the commission on Aviation Security and Terrorism ~~ommission~ _ The 

Commission submitted its report, Reuort of the President's ~ on Aviation 

Security a& Terrorism, to the President and the public on May 15, 1990. On 

Kc-cember 16, 1990, President Bush signed the Aviation Security Improvement Act of 

1000 .A* I P.L. 101-604 ("the Act"), which implements many of the re&ommendations made 

in the ~ommissionrs report. 

in addition to aviation security recommendations, the commission made 

recommendations that centered on the concerns of the victims' families in the 

period immediately following the disaster.= The concerns and recommendations are 

s-xmarized in Report 101-845 that accompanied R.R. 5200, the predecessor bill to 

F.L. 101-604 (no report accompanied P.L. 1~1-6~~~: 

2 Recommendations regarding the notification of families of victims of an 
aviation disaster are found on page 102 of the commission Report. They are: 

11 The Department of State must quickly obtain from the airline in an 
aviation disaster a manifest with sufficient detail to permit the prompt 
identification of passengers.... [The airline should be required to] 
provide to the Department of State an initial manifest as soon as possible, 
but no later than one hour after learning of the incident. Such manifest 
should include the full name of each passenger, a passport nuder (if 
required for travel), and the name and telephone number of a person to 
contact in the event of an emergency.... 

21 The Department of State should always contact the families of victims -- 
even when the airline has made a prior notification of the deaths. In 
addition, it is essential for the Department promptly to provide a personal 
written notification. 
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The commission [an Aviation Security and Terrorism] made numerous 
recommendations relating to international aviation security,... a 

It [the commissions also addressed deep concerns of the families of Fan Am 
103’s victims, centering on their treatment by the State Department in the 
aftermath of the tragedy. It recommended procedures to ensure that the 
families of victims receive prompt, humane and courteous treatment and 
service following overseas disasters. In order to facilitate prompt 
notification of next of kin, it recommended that airline manifests, 
including passport nu~ers and emergency contacts, be turned over to the 
State Department by the airlines immediately following an overseas airline 
disaster, and that families be notified promptly. (pp. 22-23) 

The Statutorv Retirement 

In order to implement these recommendations, section 203 ~subsection 283Ca]) of 

tihe Act amended section 410 of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 to read as 

if ia) ~~~~~~~~~~. -- Not later than 120 days after the date of the enactment of 
this section, the Secretary of Transportation shall require all United States air 
carriers to provide a passenger manifest fur any flight to appropriate 
representatives of the United States Department of State-- 

“(1) not later than 1 hour after any such carrier is notified of an 
aviation disaster outside the United States which involves such flight; or 

"(2) if it is not technologically feasible or reasonable to fulfill the 
requirement of this subsection within 1 hour, then as expeditiously as 
possible, but not later than 3 hours after such notification. 

I' (b) CUTTERS . - - For purposes of this section, a passenger manifest should 
include the following info~ation: 

I8 (11 The full name of each passenger. 

2 Section 2~4~a~ of the Act sets forth Department of State policy on the 
rAstification of families of victims of aviation disasters as follows: 

(a) D~~ART~E~ OF STATS POLICY,-- It is the policy of the Department of State 
pursuant to section 43 of the State Department Basic Authorities Act to directly 
and promptly notify the families of victims of aviation disasters abroad 
concerning citizens of the United States directly affected by such a disaster, 
including timely written notice. The Secretary of State shall ensure that such 
notification by the Department of State is carried out notwithstanding 
notification by any other person. 
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gt(2) The passport number of each passenger, if required for travel. 
If (3) The name and telephone nuder of a contact for each passenger." 

“urther I section 203 of the Act stipulated that pursuant to the implementation of 

the passenger manifest retirement, the necessity and feasibility of requiring 

United States air carriers to collect passenger manifest information as a 

condition for passenger boarding be considered, and extending the passenger 

& 
Made 
cons 

f est retirement to foreign carriers be considered. 

I~~~~~E~AT~U~.-- In implementing the retirement pursuant to the amendment 
by subsection (a) of this section, the Secretary of Transportation shall 

i der the necessity and feasibility of requiring United States air carriers to 
collect passenger manifest information as a condition for passenger boarding of 
any flight subject to such retirement. 

(cl ~URE~~~ AIR BARTERS I - - The Secretary of Transportation shall consider a 
requirement for foreign air carriers comparable to that imposed pursuant to the 
amendment made by subsection (a). 

Finally in this discussion of the statutory retirement, it is noted that section 

203 of P.I.8, 101-604 has been codified as 49 U.S.C. 44909. 

The Prooosed Aooroach 

The h'otice of Proposed Ru~emaking ~~~R~~ proposes to implement the retirement for 

passenger manifests as set forth in section 203 of the Act. It would do so by 

requiring passenger manifest information to be readily available for U.S. citizens 

and labiful permanent residents on all international flights -- on U.S. or foreign 

air carriers -- that operate to or from the United States between a point in the 

Cnited States and a point in a foreign country [i.e., gateway-to-gateway~.3 In 

addition, passenger manifest information would be required to be readily available 

3 Tp5 +ti term U.S. citizen will, hereafter, be used to mean U.S. citizens alone or, 
when referring to the coverage of the proposed rule, U.S. citizens and lawful 
permanent residents. 
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for foreign citizens on U.S.-flag carrier gateway-to-gateway flights. Passenger 

manifest information would not have to be collected for flights between two U.S. 

CitieG L-r even if the flight between these two cities was part of an overall flight 

itinerary that includes a U.S. and a foreign point.4 The proposed rule provides 

for flexcbility in meeting the intent of section 203 by also allowing a memorandum 

of Understanding ~~~~~ between the department of State and an air carrier 

regarding cooperation and mutual assistance following aviation disasters abroad to 

b5 an alternative means of compliance. 

Ir, 1994, there were about 48,2 million done-ways trips taken by U.S. citizens 

bat&Ten the United States and foreign p0ints.s About 60 percent of these trips 

xere on U.S.-flag air carriers and about 40 percent of them were on foreign-flag 

air carriers. The proposed rule would cover U.S. citizens on such trips. In 

199J -I there were about 23.3 mullion bone-ways trips taken by foreign citizens on 

U.S. carriers between the United States and foreign points. The proposed rule 

raV-ould cover foreign citizens on such trips. Were the proposed rule in effect in 

7 ooa -22 A# it hrould have thus covered about 71.5 million passenger done-ways trips to 

and from the United States, and about 52.0 million (72.7 percent) of these trips 

t Moreover, passenger manifest information would not have to be collected for the 
U.S. carrier flights between foreign points that are not part of a flight 
itinerary that includes a U.S. and foreign point -- neither would it be collected 
from foreign air carriers in such an instance. 

5 The primary data source for trips taken to and from the United States is 
Immigration and naturalization Service ~1~s~ form 1-92 reports. In 1-92 reports, 
a trip is recorded each time a passenger departs from or arrives in the United 
states, and that same convention is adopted here. For example, a passenger that 
travels from New York to Cairo, Egypt, and then returns to New York will be 
reorded as having taken two trips. 
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~culd have been on U.S.-flag air carriers and about 19.5 million (27.3 percent) of 

these trips would have been on foreign-flag air carriersm6 

There are currently 139 U.S. air carriers that hold departmental authority under 

<g U.S.C. 41102 to conduct scheduled or charter passenger operations 

internationally to and from the United States.7 There are 18 U.S. commuter air 

E Estimates of the number of U.S. and foreign-citizen trips taken between the 
Gnited States and foreign points and the nu~ers of these trips taken on U.S. and 
for-sign flag carriers are based on INS form I-92 reports for all countries except 
Canada -- see Appendix 1 for excerpts from U.S. International Air Travel 
Statistics fur calendar year 1994. 

Par U-S--Canada scheduled service, estimates of the nuder of U.S. and foreign- 
citizen passenger trips are based on the overall percentages of U.S.-citizen (44.1 
percent) and foreign citizen (55.9 percent) scheduled passenger trips between the 
United States and Canada (from table 15 of DOT's Oricrin and Destination Survev) 
times the volume of passengers between the United States and Canada from DOT T-100 
reports. U.S.-Canada non-scheduled passenger trips are based on overall 
percentage shares of 10 percent for U.S. citizens and 90 percent for foreign- 
citizens (which are based on an analysis of the carriers in the U.S.-Canada market 
and the characteristics of the city pairs served) times the volume of passengers 
between the United States and Canada from DOT T-100 reports. U.S.-Canada 
passenger trips are divided into U.S. -arriving and U.S.-departing passenger trips 
using the overall percentages from INS form I-92. data. 

The exact figure for the overall number of passenger trips that the proposed rule 
would have covered were it in effect for 1994 is 71,502,384 trips (51,955,263 on 
U.S.-flag carriers, and 19,547,121 on foreign-flag carriers). 

For U.S.-citizen trips, the exact figures are: 48~235~~7~ total trips ~2~,6~~~74~ 
on U.S.-flag carriers, and 19,547,122 on foreign-flag carriers); 43,350,555 trips 
bet?:een the United States and all countries except Canada ~25~5~4,5~9 on U.S.-flag 
carriers, and 17,~46~~46 on foreign-flag carriers); and 4,885,315 trips between 
the United States and Canada ~3,lS4,239 on U.S.-flag carriers, and ~,7~1~~76 on 
foreign flag carriers). Of the 4,8&5,315 trips between the United States and 
Canada, 4,701,099 were on scheduled flights and 184,216 were on non-scheduled 
flights. 

For foreign citizen trips (on U.S.-flag carriers), the exact figures are: 
23,266,515 total trips; 19,141,586 trips between the United States and all 
countries except Canada; and 4,124,929 trips between the United States and Canada. 
Of the 4,124,929 trips between the United States and Canada, 4,021,722 were on 
scheduled flights and 103,207 were on non-scheduled flights, 

7 There are 53 U.S. air carriers that hold authority under 49 U.S.C. 41102 for 
either foreign scheduled or foreign charter passenger service, and an additional 
96 U.S. air carriers that, by virtue of holding authority under 49 U.S.C. 41102 



carr iers that hold passenger author ity to operate internationally to and from the 

United States and Canada.8 There are 915 charter air taxis that hold passenger 

a-Jthority to operate internationally to and from the United States and Canada. 

6 

There are two U.S. scheduled air taxis and commuters that hold passenger authority 

to operate internationally to and from the United States and Mexico. There are 

IO74 U.S. carriers enumerated here.g The proposed rule would apply to U.S. 

citizens on international flights to and from the United States on such carriers. 

The U.S. carriers enumerated above transport the preponderance of all U.S. 

citizens who travel internationally to and from the United States on U.S. 

carriers. However, the following U.S. carriers are not required to report their 

operations to the Department of Transportation and are not counted above: air 

taxis and commuters operating internationally to and from locations other than 

Canada and Mexico ~primarily internationally to and from the Caribbean -- 

including carriers based in Puerto Rico -- and internationally to and from ~uarn~; 

and charter air taxis operating internationally to and from Mexico. When 

operating internationally to and from the United States, these U.S. carriers would 

he covered by the proposed rule. 

There are currently 224 foreign air carriers that hold Departmental economic 

authority under 49 U.S.C. 41301 or 40109 to conduct scheduled or charter passenger 

for scheduled domestic passenger service, are also automatically granted worldwide 
charter passenger authority. 

8 Commuter air carrier means an air taxi operator that carries passengers on at 
least five round trips per week on at least one route between two or more points 
according to its published flight schedules that specify the times, days of the 
week, and places between which those flights are performed. 

5 U.S. carrier counts are current counts, thus they may change. 
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some idea of the scope and magnitude of the passenger data collection and storage 

requirements that would be generated by the proposed rule can be gained from 1994 

flight segment and departure data that are available for U.S. and foreign carriers 

that operate aircraft seating more than 60 passengers.ii In 1994, 39 U.S. air 

carriers operated such aircraft over about 2,963 nonstop flight segments 

internationally to and from the United States. Departures by U-S, carriers over 

ttiese flight segments totaled 447,362.r2 In 1994, 137 foreign carriers operated 

srrch aircraft over 1,875 nonstop flight segments internationally to and from the 

United States.i3 Departures by foreign carriers over these segments totaled 

320,904. The proposed rule would apply to all such departures by U.S. carriers 

- -9 1, As was the case for U.S. carrier counts, these foreign carrier counts are 

current counts and thus may change. 

_^ Ia Scheduled and charter passenger operations are covered. The data are from DOT 
T-100 reports. The data examined here are for "flight segments internationally to 
and from the United States," and match exactly the types of flight segments that 
are covered by the proposed rule. 

12 A departure is recorded each time an aircraft takes off. That is, for the 
fligkt segment, New York - London, a departure is recorded each time a flight 
takes off from either New York or London. The total departure figure given here 
is for all departures from all origins by U.S. carriers. 

13 See Appendix 2 for a list of the U.S. and foreign carriers that carried 
passengers on these flight segments in 1994. 

operations to and from the United States. Included among them are carriers that 

operate large aircraft; Canadian scheduled air taxis and commuters~ and other air 

ta.xis and commuters that serve the United States. There are 269 Canadian charter 

air taxis with passenger authority to serve the United States. The proposed rule 

r.-zuld apply to U.S. citizens on international flights to and from the United 

States performed by all 493 of these foreign air carriers that hold passenger 

authority to operate to and from the United States.iO 
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r,s13 ' to departures by foreign carriers so long as a U.S. citizen or lawful 

permanent resident is on board. Thus, were the proposed rule in effect in 1994, 

the data for as many as 76S,266 passenger manifests would have needed to have been 

collected and stored.14 

Under the proposed rule, the requisite passenger manifest data for somewhat mire 

than 768,112 passenger manifests could, however, need to be collected and stored 

acnually . This is because first, and primarily, the analysis above is based on 

data that are two years old and traffic has increased. Second, the analysis above 

is limited to U.S. and foreign air carriers that operate aircraft seating more 

than 60 passengers because comparable data for U.S. and foreign air carriers 

operating smaller aircraft are not available. 

Extension to Foreion Air Carriers 

in considering, as instructed by the Act, whether to extend the passenger manifest 

requirement to foreign air carriers, the department weighed the alternatives of: 

(1) covering all international flight segments; (2) covering all flights operating 

to and from the United States; (3) covering all flights carrying U.S. citizens; 

(<I covering flight segments consisting of one foreign and one U.S. point; and (5) 

excluding foreign air carriers. 

; Regarding the collection and storage of passenger manifest information~ to the 
extent that U.S.-citizen passengers book round-trips and passenger manifest 
information is collected once by the air carriers and stored for reuse on the 
return-trip, any burdens of collecting passenger manifest information would 
decrease _ At the same time, any marginal burdens of storing passenger manifest 
inform~ation for a longer time would be borne by the air carriers. 
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Since almost half of U.S. citizens traveling internationally to and from the 

United States do so on foreign air carriers (as mentioned above, 40 percent in 

lQ,o* "1 I not requiring foreign air carriers to comply with a passenger manifest 

requirement would have the disadvantage that a large portion of U.S. citizens 

tra-.-cling internationally fa primary target of the proposed rule) would, at the 

outset , not be covered. Thus, the decisiun among the alternatives centered 

primarily on adequately covering the types of passengers who might be the focus of 

inFairies to the Department of State were an aviation disaster to occur on a 

flight to or from the United States. The Department of State has a responsibility 

for communicating with the families of U.S.-citizen victims of aviation disasters 

that occurs outside the United States, regardless of whether the disaster occurs 

on a U.S. or foreign carrier flight. The Department of State also receives 

inJuiries from foreign governments regarding their citizens who might have been 

aboard a flight on a U.S. air carrier on a flight to or from the United States 

that ends in disaster, regardless of whether the disaster occurs within the United 

States or outside the United States. 

E&ending the passenger manifest retirement to U.S. citizens on all international 

flight segments might raise troublesome issues of extraterritorial application of 

U.S. law for flights originating and terminating at foreign points. In addition, 

this approach would still not insure total coverage of the target population 

because, as noted in some comments received in response to the Advance Notice of 

Proposed Rulemaking ~~P~~, some foreign countries have privacy laws that may 

prevent the collection of passenger manifest information. In a similar fashion, 

extending the passenger manifest retirement to U.S. citizens on all flight 

segments of a single-nuder flight might raise tro~lesome issues of 

extraterritorial application of U.S. law. 



Ihas, we are proposing to cover those flight segments consisting of one foreign 

and one tT.s. point for both U.S,-flag and foreign-flag air carriers. In this way, 

nearly one half of the target population of U.S. citizens traveling to and from 

thz United States that does so on foreign-flag air carriers is not omitted at the 

outset. This approach would allow the Department of State to ~ommuni&ate promptly 

b.-ith the families of U.S.-citizen victims of an aviation disaster that occurs 

outside the United States on such a flight, regardless of whether the disaster 

O-C-arr on a U S L h., I * or foreign carrier flight. 

Performance Versus Design Soecification 

The proposed rule is structured to give carriers the flexibility to minimize any 

necessary costs of collecting passenger manifest information. The alternatives 

were whether to structure the proposed rule as a design specification, where the 

marrner in which carriers would collect, handle, and deliver the required 

information would be described in detail, or as a performance spe~if~~ation~ where 

the end product would be defined and carriers would have the freedom to develop 

v?-atever system best suits their operations as long as it meets the perfo~anc~ 

specification. 

For the vast majority of passengers, ACRE ~ommenters indicated that they will 

attempt to collect and store passenger manifest information as part of a computer 

reservation system (CRS). A design specification would therefore need to deal 

rcith the minutiae of how the required data elements should be entered, stored and 

retrieved in the CRS. While it might be possible to develop an optimum way for 

handling passenger manifest information in any single CRS, there are, in fact, 
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several such systems in use by carriers and the systems vary in their level of 

szphisticatian. It could thus be extremely difficult to devise a detailed design 

specification that would treat all CRSs fairly. Furthermore, s5me ~srna~ler~ air 

carriers and some travel agents may not use CRSs in their operations. Thus, a CRS 

design specification would not necessarily, by itself, address the operations of 

all those affected by the proposed rule. 

A performance specification, on the other hand, would allow each carrier or 

carrier agent to devise whatever system is most appropriate and least costly for 

its operatians. In pr5po~~ng the performance ~pec~ficati5n form for the proposed 

rule, we expect that carriers and their agents, and operators of computer 

reservation systems, will seek to innovate in a manner that minimizes the cost to 

the carrzer, to their (travel) agents that likely will be involved in collecting 

passenger manifest information, and to the traveling public. 

menial of Boarding and Date of Birth information 

As instructed by the Act, we have considered denying boarding to passengers who 

refuse to provide passenger manifest information* We have tentatively rejected 

reqdring air carriers to deny boarding to passengers who do not provide emergency 

contact information but we are prop5~ing, for those passengers who are required to 

present a passport for travel, denying boarding to passengers whose names do not 

match those on their passport or who fail to provide their passport numbers. 

For any passenger who declines to provide information concerning emergency 

cantacts, we are pr5p5~ing that carriers maintain a record. Such a passenger 

k,-?TAd be permitted ta board his or her flight. BY providing emergency contact 
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infarmation, a passenger may derive some benefit from knowing that, in the event 

of an aviation disaster, others, who might be concerned about the passenger, would 

be exposed to lessened pain and suffering. The passenger should not be forced to 

accept the benefit if it is not wanted. 

:i- i*zz are proposing denying boarding to passengers whose names do not match those on 

their passports or who fail to give their passport nu~ers, for those passengers 

xho are required to present a passport for travel, because this information is 

nccsssary for the department of State to carry out its responsibilities in 

notifying the families of victims of aviation disasters that occur outside the 

United States. 

Finally, we are requesting comment on requiring carriers to soli~it~&ollect date 

of birth (DUB] as part of passenger manifest information, and on whether I?UE( might 

be a superior substitute for information already specified in section 203 of P.L. 

101-604 _ Passenger IJOB is, we understand, fundamental to carrier participation in 

the U.S. Customs Service's Advance Passenger Information System RAPIST, which has 

associated passenger facilitation benefits.ls As an identifier, DOB may be 

equally as useful as passport number to interested parties. Were DOB to be 

solicited/collected as an additional item of information to that already specified 

in section 203 of P.L. 101-604, doing so should be limited to those carriers most 

likely to participate in the APIS program. We understand from departmental 

(Federal Aviation Administrations accident investigators that there is usually 

15 The APIS program is described in more detail later in this evaluation, in a 
szcticn titled: "Final Adjustment of the Cost of the Proposed Rule to Account for 
kir Carrier Participation in the Advance Passenger Information System." 
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less uncertainty regarding the identity of passengers involved in commuter air 

carrier and air taxi accidents than in accidents involving large aircraft-r6 

Eenefits of the Pr5uosed Rule 

A first direct benefit of implementing the passenger manifest retirement 

contained in the proposed rule is a reduction in pain and suffering on the part of 

families of U.S.-citizen victims of aviation disasters that occur outside the 

United States on flights to and from the United States. Having complete passenger 

manifest information on hand -- that is, assuming that passengers choose to 

pro--Tide emergency contact information -- should allow the families of U.S.-citizen 

victims of an aviation disaster that occurs outside the United States to be 

notified as rapidly as is possible. The benefit accrues because the families are 

nctified msre quickly than would be the case without a passenger manifest 

reqirement, and thus their uncertainty over whether or not a family member or 

friend was a passenger on an ill-fated flight is, in the immediate aftermath, 

reduced. This benefit could, more5ver~ be augmented by the proposal in the ~~~ 

to allow air carriers alternatively to meet statutory retirements by entering 

into an acceptable ~em5randum of Understanding (~UU~ with the Department of State. 

DOT understands that discussi5ns to date regarding such a MUU have included a 

pro\-ision for the exchange of liaison afficers between the Department of State and 

air carriers. Such an exchange cauld insure that families of victims of aviation 

disasters that occur outside the United States receive prompt and consistent 

treatment and information from air carriers and the Department of State. This 

16 Air taxis and commuter air carriers would be free to -- on their own -- 
collect date of birth and other required information needed to participate in the 
A?IS program. 
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first direct benefit, alone or au~ented by ~~~ provisions~ while real and 

Falpable, is at the same time of an intangible nature and one cannot attach a 

dollar value to it-l7 

GL second direct benefit of implementing the passenger manifest retirement 

contained in the OPT should be a general increase in the response capability of 

the Department of State regarding its duties to U.S. citizens following an 

a-.-iation disaster that occurs outside the united States. According to the Resort 

of the President's ~ on Aviation a~& Securitv: -~ 

Failure to secure the [passenger] manifest quickly had a negative ripple 
effect on the State Department~s image in subse~ent activities. 
Thereafter, the Department appeared to lack control over who should notify 
next of kin, an accurate list of next of kin, and communications with the 
families.(p. 101) 

T'he proposed rule insures that the Department of State is given passenger manifest 

information as rapidly as possible, and thus should prevent such a negative ripple 

effect from occurring in the future. Again, this benefit could be augmented by 

the proposal in the OPT to allow air carriers alternatively to meet statutory 

requirements by entering into an acceptable ~~~ with the Department of State. As 

mentioned above, DOT understands that discussions to date regarding such a ~~~ 

ha-be included a provision for the exchange of liaison officers between the 

Department of State and air carriers. Such an exchange of liaison officers could 

insure that the range of activities in the aftermath of an aviation disaster that 

1-i A-s was mentioned in the previous section, during the discussion of not denying 
boarding to those passengers who refuse to provide emergency contact information~ 
some of this benefit may be shared by the air traveler who provides passenger 
manifest information to the extent that he or she enjoys some peace of mind from 
knowing that in doing so, his or her friends and relatives would be subject to 
lessened pain and suffering should the traveler be involved in an air carrier 
disaster. Any such shared benefits would be intangible. 



Department of State are better coordinated. This second direct benefit, alone or 

a-qr‘ented by MOU prov isians, while real and palpable, is intangible and one cannot 

attach a dollar value to it. 

czcurs outside the United States that involves both the air carrier and the 

k third direct benefit of implementing the passenger manifest retirement 

contained in the ~~~~ should be an increase in the response capability of the 

Department of State regarding inquiries from foreign governments regarding their 

citizens in the aftermath of an aviation disaster. DOT was told by department of 

State personnel that there were a number of such inquiries in the aftermath of the 

recent I July 17, 1996, Trans World Airlines (TEAM flight SO0 air disaster on Long 

Island, NY, and, moreover~ DOT also received such inquiries directly. Since U.S. 

air carriers would be required to collect passenger manifest information for both 

U.S. and foreign-citizen passengers, the department of State, once in possession 

of passer_ger manifest information for a U.S. air carrier flight to or from the 

United States that ends in disaster (either within OK outside the United States], 

rsW-ould be better able to respond to inquiries from foreign governments regarding 

the fates of their citizens. 

h class of indirect benefits, outside the immediate scope of the proposed rule, 

mtay accrue in the form of a reduction in pain and suffering on the part of 

families of U.S.-citizen victims of aviation disasters that involve flights to and 

from the United States, and that occur in the United States, This set of 

circumstances describes families of U.S. citizens aboard the Trans World Airlines 

flight 800 aviation disaster. These benefits are outside the immediate scope of 

the proposed rule because the department of State has no formal responsibilities 

if an aviation disaster, even one involving an international flight to or from the 



Urite d States, occurs within the United States, Here again, however, having 

ccm?lete passenger manifest information on hand -- again assuming that passengers 

ha-t-e chosen to provide emergency contact information -- should enable the air 

carrier to carry out its own notification of the families of U.S.-citizen 

passengers as quickly as possible, and more quickly than has been the case in the 

past, and to also provide others, such as local authorities, with info~ation more 

qJickly _ lEi 

The Congress has mandated that passenger manifest information be collected for use 

in o-erseas (outside the United States) aviation disasters. The statutory mandate 

eliminates maintaining the status quo as a legal alternative and, as a result, the 

benefit/cost examination must center on seeking the least costly way to comply 

v.%th the statutory mandate 

For information purposes, historical accident data are provided in the following 

t+:o tables. Table 1 portrays, as comprehensively as possible, the recent history 

-- the last ten years -- of aviation accidents involving large aircraft on the 

ty'pes of flights that the proposed rule would cover. Table 2 portrays, as 

comprehensively as possible, a nine-year period ~19S3-9~~ of aviation accidents 

in-ol\Fing air taxis and commuters on the types of flights that the proposed rule 

18 There has been Presidential and congressional discussion on, among other 
things: I) requiring air carriers to make an accurate passenger manifest available 
soon after the crash of a domestic flight, and 2) setting up a federal authority 
to act as an advocate of families in the aftermath of aviation disasters, 
generally. Were legislation to be passed that would extend the type of passenger 
manifest retirements contained in P.L. 10X-604 to U.S. citizens involved in 
aviation disasters that occur within the United States on flights to and from the 
-United States, then the indirect benefits listed here could become direct 
benefits. 



k*ould cover.rg In both tables, accidents that occurred either: 11 outside the 

Ur,ited States on U.S. or foreign air carrier flights to or from the United States 

(for which the State department would be notifying families of U.S.-citizen 

passenger victims), or 2) within or outside the United States on U-S. air carrier 

flights to or from the United States (for which the State department would be 

notifying the home governments of foreign-citizen passengers~ are depicted in bold 

t-1-p e . In other words, the accidents that are depicted in bold type are those for 

?;hfch direct notification benefits under the proposed rule would have accrued were 

the proposed rule in effect. 

__ 
I2 The definition of an air carrier accident is an occurrence associated with the 
operation of an aircraft which takes place between the time any person boards the 
aircraft with the intention of flight until such time as all such persons have 
disembarked, in which: 

a person is fatally OK seriously injured as a result of: 
- being in the aircraft, or 
- direct contact with any part of the aircraft, in&lud~ng parts which have 

become detached from the aircraft, or 
- direct exposure to jet blast; 
except when the injuries are from natural causes, self-inflicted or inflicted 
by other persons, or when the injuries are to stowaways hiding outside the 
areas normally available to the passengers and crew; or 

b) the aircraft sustains damage or structural failure which: 
- adversely affects the structural strength, performance or flight 

characteristics of the aircraft, and 
- would normally require major repair or replacement of the affected 

component, 
except for engine failure or damage, when the damage is limited to the 
engine I its cowlings or accessories; or for damage limited to propellers, 
h7ing tips, antennas, tires, brakes, fairings, small dents or puncture holes 
in the aircraft skin; or 

c) the aircraft is missing or is completely inaccessible. 



on Flight to and from the Unjted states truly ~996~u~y q996) 

Date Carrier lubber of Passenger fatalities ~epa~ure~ A&cjdent 
passengers Total U.S.-Cit. For.-Cit. ~est~natjon ~0Gation 

08-31-86 Aero~exiGO* 58 58 33 19 ~~X/~ ~er~itos, Calif. 
94 

4 
291 
240 
122 
243 
336 
149 
164 
230 

I) AG~~de~ts ~~~ol~~~g large aircraft operatjng under Parts 121 and 429 of the Federal Ayjat~on ~egulatjons are 
de~~Gt~d~ cargo fights are excluded. An asterisk (*) beside an air carrier in the table ~nd~Gates that the carrier is a 
foreign-gag air carrier. 

2) AGG~d~~ts in bold type represent those for ~hj~h direct not~~Gat~o~ benefits of the proposed rule Gould have been 
~x~~Gt~d were the proposed rule in effect: a~GjdentS that oGGurred outsjde the united States on any air carrier 
~fa~~l~es of ~,S.-e~tizen passenger ~~~t~~s would have been noticed more qu~~k~y~ or a~G~de~tS that OGGurred 
a~~here =- inside or outside the basted States -- on a U.S.-flag air carrier chose governments of forejgn=G~t~zen 
passenger v~G~~~s could have been motived more qu~Gk~y~. 

3) As in the proposed rule, passengers include both revenue and non-revenue passengers. 

4) The ~.S.-~it~z~n passenger fatality Gounts resulted from inquiries directly to air carriers or their agents, the U.S. 
~~~a~~ent of State, published newspaper a~~jdent a~Gounts~ or, in the case of Pan Am Flight 103, Appendjx A of 
the Report of the ~resjden~s ~~~~~ss~on on A~jatjon SeGu~ty and Terro~s~ ~~ash~ngton: f 99~~. 

5) while no ~~~ita~ accidents were recorded on the types of fights GOvered by the table durjng the time period 
covered by the table, it is noted that ~jljta~ aGG~dents are not appl~Gable to the proposed rule because the ~~l~ta~ -- 
not the ~e~a~~ant of State -= is responsible for the ~ot~~catjon of the fa~~~jes of ~iGt~~s of ~jljta~ aviation disasters. 

6) ~~~a~ure~dest~nat~on codes used are: 

AKL: Auckland, New Zealand 
DEN: Denver, Cola. 
HNL: ~onolulu~ Hawaii 
LAX: Los Angeles~ Calif. 
MEX: Texaco City, Texaco 
PVR: Puerto Valla~a, Texaco 

CDG: Charles De Gaulle, Paris CLU: Cali, ~o~o~b~a 
DFW: ~allas~Ft. gosh, Tex. FM: Frankfu~, Germany 
JFK: John F. Kennedy~ New York JNU: Juneau, Alaska 
LHR: Heathrow ~London, U.K.> ME: ~edell~n~ Colombia 
MIA: ~~a~~, Fla. URD: O’Hare ~~h~Gag0~ HI.) 
SJU: San Jose, Costa Rica YXY: ~hjtehorse~ Canada 

Source: Part 121 and 129 aG~~dent information was developed by the Federal A~jat~on Ad~injstrat~on OFFS based 
on records a~a~lab~~ to the rational Transpo~at~on Safety Board ~~TS~~ and other sources. coverage of a&~~dents 
~n~o~~jng US. carriers and ~.S.=reg~stered air~ra~ is bettered to be 90 percent or more complete, as is Go~erage of 
accidents that occurred on nonstop eight segments with a U.S. origination and a foreign dest~natjon~ and nonstop 
fIight segments with a foreign depa~ure and a U.S. dest~natjon. coverage of a&G~dents on foreign air carrier fights to 
and from the United States that involved non=~.S.-registered a~r&ra~ and oGGurred over foreign soil is less certain. 
Such accidents could have been ~~~est~gated solely by a foreign avjat~on safety authors and would not ne~essa~ly 
have been reported to the NTSB or the FAA. overalls it is estj~ated that the jnfor~atjon in Table 1 covers about 
eighty (80) percent of the a~G~dents jnvol~jng large aircraft on fights that would be covered by the proposed rule. 
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Date Carrier No. of Pass. Fatalities ~apa~ure~~estination ~A~~~dent Lo&ation~ 
Pass US.-cit. For.-cit. 

arson Air 
Gult Air 
Chalks Intn’l A~rl~~~ 
~arlbbean Express 
Pro Air 
H.A.V. Leasing 
Clint Aero, Inc. 
~ar~~~~a~ Express 
Exec. Air Charter 
Air Calypso 
R.A. Blanco 
Assoc. Jet Charter 
Intn’l ~elrc~pters 
Fl~~h~~ra~ 
Coastal Air 
Twin Town Leasing 
Aero Coach 
Palm Beach Aviat. 

Beef Island, V*l.=U=K.~San Juan, P.R. (San Juan) 
Freeport, BahJFt. Lauderdale~ Fla. ~~l~~~da~ 
Cat Cay, Bah=~~ja~j~ Fla. (Cat Cay) 
~~a~~, Fla.~raasure Cay, Bah. ~Fl~r~da~ 
Ft. Lauderdale~ F~a.~reasure Cay, Bah. ~Treasure ~a~~ 
~~A=~~a~a~~ros, ~a~~&~ (Texas) 
B~~jn~~a, ~.l.~S~= T~~~as* V.I.-US. (St. Th~~as~ 
N.A.IFt Lauderdale~ Fta. ~Fre~~~~~ Bah.) 
St. Thomas, V,l.=U.S.~~*A. ~~ue~o Rico) 
San Juan, P.~.~~~v~s~ WI. ~~av~s~ 
Ft. Lauderdala~ Fla,~A~dr~s, Eah. ~A~dr~s~ 
~*A.~~an~~~~a~ Canada (S. Dak.) 
Fisher Island, FlaJCat Cay, Bah. ~F~~r~da~ 
T~~n~~ ~anada~sea~le~ Wash. ~~as~jn~~un~ 
St. Croix, V=l==~*S.~~ev~s~ W.I. ~~ev~s~ 
Ft. Laud~rdala~ Fra.~Eleu~h~ra~ Bah. ~Elau~he~a~ 
Ft. Lauderdale~ Fla*~reasure Cay, Bah. ~Traasura Cay) 
caller Cay, Bah.~. Palm Beach, Fla. ~Atlan~~~ Ucea~~ 

~~=3~=9~ Always ln~ern~l 6 0 ~. Palm Beach, Fla./Andros~ Eah. ~Andr~s~ 

Notes: 

1) A~&~de~ts involving air taxis and polluters operating under Part 135 of the Federal Aviation regulations are 
depicted, cargo fights are ex&luded. All carriers are believed to be U.S. air carriers. 

2) Accidents in bold type represent those for which direct noti~cat~on bene~ts of the proposed rule could have been 
expected were the proposed rule in effect: a&~jdents that occurred outside the ~n~ted States on any air carrier 
~fa~~~~es of ~.S.=~~ti~en passenger vj~ti~s ~ou~d have been noticed more qui~kly~ or a&&jdents that occurred 
a~~here =- inside or outside the U~jted States =- on a U.S.-flag air carrier ~ho~e governments of foreign-citizen 
passenger v~ctj~s would have been noticed more quj~kly~. 

3) The ~.S.-citizen passenger fatality mounts resulted from inqujr~es directly to the carriers or their agents. 

4) ~epa~~re~~esti~atjon~A~&jdent Location abbrevjatjo~s used are: 

V.I.=CJ.K. -= the Sr~tish Virgil Islands (e.g., Beef lsland~. 

Eah. ====---- the ~o~~on~ealth of the 8aha~as (e.g., Freepo~~ Cat Cay, 
Treasure Cay, Andros, ~leuthera~ and walker days. 

W.I. ====---- the lest Indies (e.g., ~o~~nj~a and Nevis [St . ~h~stopher-revise 
are jndepe~dent states located in the lest lnd~es~. 

V.I.=cJ.S. -- the U.S. Virgjn Islands (e.g., St. Thomas and St. Croix). 

N.A. ==-----= the jnfor~ation is not available. 

Source: Part 135 accident jnfor~at~on was developed by the Federal Avjation Ad~jnjstration OFFS based on 
records available to the ~atjonal Transpo~ation Safety Board ~~TS3~ and other sources, coverage of accidents 
j~vo~v~ng US. carriers and ~.S,-registered air~ra~ is belieued to be 90 percent or more complete. coverage of 
a~&~de~ts on forejgn air carrier ~jghts to and from the united States is less ~e~ajn, Such a&cidents could have been 
investigated solely by a foreign aviation safety authority and could not necessarily have been reposed to the NTSB 
or the FAA. Uverall~ it is estimated that the information in Table 2 covers about sixty ~~~~ percent of the accjdents 
~~vo~v~~g air taxis and polluters on fights that would be covered by the proposed rule. 
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Calculation of the Recurrina Costs of the Prooosed Rule 

~52 NRRK would impose a passenger manifest information retirement for covered 

passengers on air carrier flights to and from the United States, This retirement is 

1il:ely to result in increased costs for air carriers (to solicit, collect, and 

i;rocess passenger manifest information~; travel agents (to solicit, collect, and 

process passenger manifest information while acting in their role as agents of the 

air carriers) ; and passengers (as a result of the additional time they spend while 

b'eing asked for and providing passenger manifest information~.~~ These costs will be 

cf tK-a types, one-time and recurring. 

This section addresses the increased annual recurring costs of imposing a passenger 

rxnifest requirement and provides rough estimates of these costs based on ACRE 

cor.~.ents and other information. These estimates include adjustments to account for 

tke fact that, in 1994, about 38 percent of total trips by passengers that would be 

co-.-ered by the proposed rule (i.e., U.S. citizens on all air carriers and foreign 

citizens on U S . . carriers only) between the United States and foreign countries were 

to countries that do not require a U.S. passport for travel to them.21 One-time costs 

2: In its ANPRM comments~ British Airways pointed out that soliciting and recording 
passenger manifest information will entail a significant increase in carrier ticket 
agent and outside travel agent time. 

zz The exact figure is 37.66 percent. It is derived from the following list of 
countries that do not require a U.S. passport for travel to them, and the number of 
co-ered passenger trips in 1994 associated with these countries. The list is based 
on : foreign country entry retirements listed in Foreign Entry Retirements (U.S. 
Eepartment of State, Bureau of Consular Affairs, department of State Publication 
10331 I Rev. March 1996); INS form I-92 reports; and previous estimates of the number 
of trips between the United States and Canada in 1994 (see footnote 6 above). (Note: 
country listings follow conventions found in INS form I-92 reports.) 
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are then addressed in the following section, as are total costs. No attempt will be 

rrade in either section to determine the incidence of the increased costs associated 

:-ith the proposed rule, that is, which parties will eventually end up paying for the 

increased costs. 

&fore estimating the recurring costs, the d~amics of imposing a passenger manifest 

x-23-direment for larger carriers, which use computer reservations systems and 

transport most passengers who travel internationally to and from the United States, 

2211 be briefly examined. In their OPT comments, these carriers generally believed 

that gathering passenger information when reserving a seat is less likely to result 

in subsequent flight delays than would gathering it at check-in. lathering this 

information at the time of reservation also reduces the need for air carriers to 

e::pand airport check-in counter space, which may not be possible at all locations. 

$35' individual carrier will thus have the incentive to reduce possible airport delays 

by encouraging, to the extent possible, covered travelers to provide passenger 

manifest information at the time of reservation or sometime before arriving at the 

Caribbean: 9,3~3,~~0 Mexico : 8,442,153 
&nguilla Island (Br. ~.Ind.~ 49,146 
&zn.tigua/Parbuda ~79~~~8 Canada (130T estimate): 9~010,~~3 
kr-uba 65~,75~ 
Bahama islands 2~23~,~79 Oceania: 129,346 

18,972 
110,374 

Bermuda 6~7,055 Marshall Islands~in~ludes Palau) 
Dominica 2,602 ~icr5nesia 
Dominican Republic 1,911,864 
Grand Cayman 482,239 South America: 
Grenada/S. Grenadines 76,747 French Guiana 
Guadaloupe (Fr- W.1nd.j 5~,~~~ 
Jamaica 1,602,773 
Ibiartinique (Fr, W.Ind.1 52,871 
1,iontserrat Island (Br. W.Ind.1 307 
Netherlands Antilles 694,269 
Saint ~itts~Nevis 94,045 Grand Total 
Saint Lucia 172,014 
Saint Vincent 54 
Turks/Caicos (Br. W.Ind.1 112,265 
\-irgin Islands - U.K. 193,944 

76 
76 
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ai.LD3rLL . competition among air carriers should have the same effect since the 

consequence to any individual air carrier af not securing passenger manifest 

informatian before check-in should be longer queues at its airport check-in terminals 

and the possible loss of business to competitors. moreover, we believe that 

passengers will also rather quickly realize that they can avoid subse~ent check-in 

uz-ici +1=7-s by providing passenger manifest information at the time of reservation, With 

s:;& incentives present on both sides of the transaction, delays at the airport due 

to passenger manifest information collection should be driven do~ward over time 

leve1,22 to>:ard some minimum 

The following types of air carrier costs of implementing a passenger manifest 

rzqirement were identified in OPT ~omments~ (1) one-time cost of reprogramming 

ti:e air carrier#s computer Reservation System CARS) and Departure Control System 

(ES) ; (2) one-time cost of developing intercarrier information exchange procedures; 

(31 recurring costs of augmenting reservations operations to handle passenger 

ranifest information -- primaril~r additional reservations personnel costs, also 

f~~i~ities~~~i~ment costs; (4) recurring costs of augmenting check-in operations to 

handle passenger manifest info~ation -- primarily check-in personnel costs, also 

facilities ~additional counter spa~e~/e~ipment costs; (5) training costs for CRS, 

carrier reservation and check-in, and travel agency personnel. 

Eritish Airways (EA) was the only air carrier that provided specific cost estimates, 

at some level of detail, in its SPRY comments. They, in 1990 dollars, were: 

ZL It is recognized that it is possible that fast tec~~~es (i.e., scannings for 
gathering machine-readable travel document (i.e., passport} information at airports 
corrld eventually be demonstrated to be superior for gathering passenger manifest 
information. But even if this were to be shown to be the case, there could continue 
to be a need to make every attempt to collect non-machine-readable passenger 
EYEI-gency contact information before the passenger arrives at the airport. 
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~~00~000.00 one-time cost to modify 3A1s DCS 

~1~000~000~00 one-time cost to modify 3A's CRS and 

BA% interface with other CRSs 

~500~000~00 annual costs of additional BA reservations 

and check-in personnel in the U.S. and U.K 

Tixs, BA listed costs in all the major categories identified above, except for 

training costs. 3A stated that without knowing the precise form of the rule, precise 

estimates were nat possible, and that their estimates represent minimum cost figures 

f921- implementing any passenger manifest requirement.z3 In particular, BA noted that 

t?e ~~~~,~~O.OO per year annual recurring cost for additional reservations and check- 

in personnel in United States and the United Kingd5m was conservative. 3A stated 

that the casts apply to the situation in which a passenger manifest information 

requirement is imposed -- as in the OPT -- on flights to and from the United States 

and not foreign-to-foreign points.24 

2 z British Airway's SPRY comments state that its cost estimates represent the 
minimum costs that would be needed to implement m passenger manifest retirements 
and, depending on how a final rule is structured, the cost estimates could be 
significantly understated. The proposed rule is limited to the collection of 
passenger manifest information for U.S.-citizen passengers on BA flight segments 
between gateways, which would seem to adhere to one of the least burdensome methods 
of collecting passenger manifest information contemplated by BA in its SPRY 
comments. For example, BA refers to the difficulties that would be encountered in 
collecting passenger manifest information from n5n-English-speaking passengers were 
all passengers covered by a proposed rule, but the proposed rule that is evaluated 
here would be limited to U.S.-citizen passengers on 3A flights to and from the United 
States. 

z r As stated, BA's estimates of the increased costs for reservations and check-in 
personnel that would be necessitated by a passenger manifest information retirement 
are for such personnel in the United States and the United Kingdom. Freliminary 
checking indicates that BA flights in 1990 to and from the United States did not 
contain points beyand the United Kingdom, and thus these estimates should correspond 
to the NPRIM, which covers gateway-to-gateway flight segments. 
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IE British Airways also stated that under optimal ~onditions~ 

passenger manifest information would be given at the time of reservation. Based on 

prior experience, however, BA did not believe that optimal conditions would hold 

ie.cr a-r BA has found that passengers do not now usually bring their passports with 

them r:%ien booking reservations~. Thus it believed that some or all of the required 

passenger manifest info~ation would need to be obtained during check-in, and that 

this would increase the required check-in time for flights to and from the United 

S-,ates. It estimated that an additional 40 seconds per passenger processing time 

xsuld be required at check-in to collect passenger manifest information for 

passengers who fail to provide this information at the time of reservation. It used 

e:rarr,ples of one-half of all passengers and all passengers on one of BA's typical 

aircraft loads of 360 passengers arriving at the airport with passenger manifest 

information missing or incomplete. It said that these examples would result in 2-4 

r.an-hours of additional processing time to provide passenger manifest information at 

ClECk-in, and 40-80 minutes of additional flight delay with 3 ticket agents. BA 

stated that this estimate did not include any additional delays attributable to the 

need for its check-in personnel to verify passenger manifest information which might 

ha-.-e been recorded earlier. 

The Department af Transportation has no way of directly determining the annual 

recrrrring costs to air carriers or others of complying with the passenger manifest 

information retirements proposed in this OPT. BA's cost figures for gathering 

passenger manifest information and its calculation of the time needed to do SO at 

CkCk- in, once adjusted to the proposed rule, may, however, be used together with 

reasonable assumptions, information from other OPT comments, and other generally 

a:-ailable information~ to roughly estimate these costs. 
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Th-?_ proposed rule (as does 49 U.S.C. ~~9~9~ lists four pieces of passenger manifest 

information that will need to be collected from U.S.-citizens traveling between the 

United States and countries that require a U.S. passport. They are: passenger's 

fir11 name I passport nuder and issuing country, contact name, and contact telephone 

nrrz%er _ 25 We assume that BA's original estimate of 40 seconds applies to the 

collection of these four pieces of passenger manifest info~at~on at check-in. Three 

pieces of passenger manifest information will need to be collected from U.S.-citizens 

tz-zx-cling between the United States and countries that do not require a U.S. passport 

(agam, as in 49 U.S.C. ~~9~9~: passenger's full name, contact name, and contact 

telephone number. BA's original estimate of 40 seconds will be adjusted do~ward to 

3C seconds (i.e., 10 seconds per piece of information~ in this case.26 

25 The issuing country of the passport has been added in the proposed rule to augment 
the passport number alone because U.S. air carriers are required by the proposed rule 
to collect passenger manifest information from all (U.S.-citizen and non-U.S.- 
citizen) passengers. without the passport number, confusion could arise in the 
aftermath of an aviation disaster because there could be duplicate passport nu~ers 
from different countries. In the remainder of this regulatory evaluation, passport 
number may be used to refer to passport nuder alone or to both passport nuder and 
issuing country code together (the usage should be clear from the context). 

;G An assumption is being made here that the 40 additional seconds overall that BA 
sasrs in its ~~~~ comments would be necessary to collect the additional passenger 
manifest information at check-in can be broken down into 10 seconds apiece for each 
of the four pieces (full name, passport number, contact name, and contact telephone 
number) of passenger manifest information needed for countries that require a U.S. 
passport. (That it would take 30 additional seconds to collect the three additional 
pieces of information needed for countries that do not require a U.S. passport flows 
directly from this assumption.~ Allocating the overall additional seconds in this 
fashion is a simplification that is being done for analytical and expositional 
convenience. While some of the four pieces of information may take little or no more 
time to solicit~~olle~t than is the case today (e.g., full name may be asked for 
today even thought as we understand is the case, air carriers usually only record 
passenger surnames and first initials when booking a reservation~~ others, such as 
passport number and issuing county, may take the full ten seconds, or more, to 
solicit and collect. It is important to keep in mind that: 1) the overall 
additional number of seconds is more important than the constituent parts, and 21 
solicitation of the additional passenger manifest information takes place within the 
confines of an a existing conversation, which may already be prone to random stops 
and starts. For more on this see the last section of this regulatory evaluation: 
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-i the time EL of reser~~ation~ passenger manifest information will be either 

successfully solicited ~soli~~ted and collected), or ~successfully solicited 

(solicited and not collected) by BA ticket agents. At the time of check-in, 

passenger manifest information will be solicited and collected by BA from those 

passengers who failed to provide it at the time of reservation. It will be assumed 

that it takes PA ticket agents 40 seconds to solicit and collect passenger manifest 

information from passengers traveling between the United States and countries that 

re;ruire a U.S. passport, and 30 seconds to solicit and collect passenger manifest 

information from passengers traveling between the United States and countries that do 

n,ot require a U.S. passport (i.e., the same amount of time that BA stated in OPT 

comments that it would take to gather passenger manifest information at check-in). 

The time needed to unsuccessfully solicit (solicit and not collect) passenger 

manifest information ~which occurs only at the time of reservations is estimated to 

b? eight seconds for passport countries, and six seconds for non-passport countries, 

or one-fifth of the time both to solicit and collect the information= 

kc noted above, BA gives scenarios of one-half of all passengers, and all passengers 

arriving at check-in without having previously supplied passenger manifest 

id QlIEitiOn I It will be assumed for estimation purposes that one-half of 3A's U.S.- 

citizen passengers arrive at the airport without having given passenger manifest 

information, and thus must supply the information at check-in. (To assume that all 

passengers arrive at check-in without having provided the information would mean that 

no passenger manifest info~ation was given at the time of reservation.) 

"Sensitivity of the Estimates of the Costs of the Proposed Rule to Variations in the 
;i7iount of Time Needed to Solicit and Collect Passenger manifest Information.~ 
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Since BA passengers arriving at check-in without having previously supplied passenger 

manifest information are made up of passengers from whom passenger manifest 

information was solicited but not successfully collected at time of reservation by 

or,tside travel agents, as well as by BA ticket agents, the costs of outside travel 

a-gents who reserve BA passengers must also be taken into account. This is done by 

assuming that outside travel agents and BA's reservation personnel both successfully 

solicit passenger manifest ~nfo~ation from the same proportion of passengers that 

contact them, and also that the costs of both groups of reservation personnel are the 

same. In allocating costs, the fact that, in the United States, industry-wide about 

55 percent of all international journeys are booked through outside travel agents, 

fill be assumed to hold for BA as we11,27 

k numerical example using these assumptions may illustrate and help clarify the 

process that is being described. Assume fur illustration purposes that all 

passengers on a BA aircraft load of 360 passengers are U.S. citizens, and are 

trar-cling between the United States and ~ondun and thus must provide four pieces of 

passenger manifest information. Of the 360 passengers, 90 (25 percent) could be 

ezzpected to make their reservations on BA directly through BA ticket agents, and 270 

(55 percent) could be expected to make their reservations on 3A through outside 

tra-.-el agents. For one-half of the passengers BA reserves, or 45 passengers, BA 

ticket agents would expend 40 seconds per passenger to successfully solicit (solicit 

and collect) passenger manifest information. For the other one-half (451 of the 

passengers that it reserves, BA ticket agents would expend 8 seconds per passenger to 

unsuccessfully solicit (solicit but not collect) passenger manifest information. 

These latter 45 passengers would then show up at BA check-in without having 

2- See the ~PF~ comments of the American Society of Travel Agents, the Air Transport 
Association of America, and the Regional Airline Association. 
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pre-.-iously supplied passenger manifest information and it would require 40 seconds 

per passenger for BA to collect passenger manifest information from themez8 

Similar conditions would apply fur outside travel agents that reserve BA passengers 

for this aircraft. For one-half of the BA passengers that they reserve, or 135 BA 

passengers, outside travel agents would expend 40 seconds per passenger to solicit 

a*nd collect passenger manifest information. For the other one-half (135) of the BA 

passengers that they reserve, outside travel agents would expend 8 seconds per 

Fassenger to solicit passenger manifest information. These latter 135 passengers 

-;arrld then show up at BA check-in without having previously supplied passenger 

rranifest ~nformation~ and it would require 40 seconds per passenger for BA to collect 

passenger manifest information from them. Consistent with the BA scenario that is 

being used, overall a total of one-half of all passengers, or 180 passengers, arrive 

at BA check-in ~-ithout having previously supplied passenger manifest information at 

the time of reservation. 

The assumptions used in this 36~-passenger aircraft example flying between the United 

States and a country that requires a U.S. passport result in BA incurring about 59 

percent of the total costs of collecting passenger manifest informatian~ and outside 

travel agents that reserve BA passengers incurring about 41 percent of these costs.29 

2s It is recognized that if passengers call to confirm reservations with air 
carriers, another opportunity could be provided for the sol~~itation~~olle~t~on of 
any needed passenger manifest information. This time should just substitute for 
s~~i~~tation~~ol~e~tion time that is built into the model and thus is implicitly 
taken into account in the model. 

-2 L i The exact percentages are 59.09 for BA, and 40.91 for BA's outside travel agents. 
The total time expended by 1) BA ticket agents and check-in personnel, and 2) outside 
travel agents to collect passenger manifest information for the 36~-passenger 
aircraft example (where all passengers are assumed to be U.S. citizens traveling to 
destinations that require a U.S. passport) may more easily demonstrate the allocation 
that is being made: 
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Tiles e percentage allocations between BA and outside travel agents will hold 

generally. They will hold, for example, for flights between the United States and 

ccrrntries that do not require a U.S. passport. 

K;e estimate that out of total of about 1.8 million U.S.-citizen trips between the 

United States and foreign countries on BA in 1390, there were about ~,O~O U.S.- 

citizen trips on E-4 between the United States and Canada, and that these comprised 

all of the U.S.-citizen trips on BA between the United States and countries that do 

riot require a U.S. passport.'0 Therefore, we assume that the BA estimates of annual 

recurring costs of a passenger manifest information retirement are for the 

~~li~~tation~~olle~t~on of three pieces of passenger manifest information from about 

iC30 U.S.-citizen passenger trips, and the sol~~itation/~ollection of four pieces of 

passenger manifest information from the remainder of their U.S.-citizen trips. Based 

on the model just outlined, these solic~tations~colle~tions of passenger manifest 

information would have consumed about 13,300 hours of BA reservation and check-in 

personnel timee31 And, based on BA estimates of ~5~0,000.00 for additional 

reservations and check-in personnel to gather passenger manifest info~at~on in 1990, 

British Airways (EAI 
Eeseri-ation: 

45 pax x 40 sec. = 1800 sec. 

45 pax x 8 sec. = 360 sec. 

BAs Outside Travel Asents 
Reservation: 

135 pax x 40 sec. = 5400 sec. 
135 pax x 8 sec. = 1080 sec. 

160 pax x 40 sec. = 7~00 sec. 

Total : 9360 sec. 
(59.1%) 

6480 sec. 
~40.9%~ 

? i _- The exact figures are 1,843,175 total U.S.-citizen trips in 1990 on BA between the 
United States and foreign countries: 4,147 U.S.-citizen trips between the United 
States and one no-passport county, Canada; and 1,839,~~~ U.S.-citizen trips between 
the United States and passport countries. (As in footnote 6 above, U.S.-citizen 
tra.-.-el on BA between the United States and Canada has been estimated by 130T.) 

.̂ 
2- The exact figure is 13~304.33 hours. 
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this works out to be about $37.58 per hour of BA time spent collecting passenger 

manifest information.32 The corresponding costs of BA's outside travel agents would 

ha-e been about ~346,000~ which represents about 9,20~ hours of outside travel agent 

s-licitationlcollection time.33 Thus, were the proposed rule in effect in 1990, the 

tctal additional costs to BA and its outside travel agents would have been about 

$P;6,000.'" 

The BA estimates above are in 1990 dollars. With appropriate adjustments~ the same 

msthcdology can be used, however, to derive the 1994 dollar cost of the passenger 

manifest information retirement contained in the ACRE. This cost can be broken out 

fcr the air carrier industry as a whole, and the travel agent industry as a whole. 

Ls stated earlier, were the proposed rule in effect in 1994, it would have covered 

aSorrt 71.5 million bone-ways passenger trips.35 Of these trips, those by U.S.-citizen 

betyceen the United States and foreign countries (on U.S.-flag and foreign-flag 

airlines) numbered about 48.2 million, about 23 million to countries that require a 

U.S. passport and about 19.2 million to countries that do not require a U.S 

passport. 35 Of the 71.5 million total trips that would have been covered by the rule 

z- -- The exact figure is ~37.58~7464 per hour of time spent by BA to collect passenger 
manifest information. Eased on a 2~80-hour work year, this implies costs to BA of 
about ~?8~0~~.00 per year of reservations~~he~k-in personnel time spent collecting 
passenger manifest information (the exact figure is ~78,17~~03). These amounts are 
iz 1990 dollars. 

32 The exact cost figure is $346,1~3.86, and the exact amount of time spent is 
9,210.69 hours. 

3 The exact figure is ~846,1~3.86. 

2; 
The exact figure is 71,502,3&I. 

; j Tine exact figures are 28~969~~71 U.S.-citizen trips: 19,266,798 to countries that 
re~Tuire a U.S. passport, and 9,702,273 to countries that do not require a U.S. 
passport. 
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in 1994, those by foreign citizens (on U.S.-flag air carriers) nu~ered about 23.3 

million, about 15.6 million to countries that require a U.S. passport, and about 7.7 

m‘illion were to countries that do not require a U.S. passport.37 The total 71.5 

million total trips that would have been covered were the proposed rule in effect in 

1494 thus breaks out into about 44.6 million trips to countries retiring U.S, 

I;assports and 26.9 million trips to countries that do not require U.S. passports.38 

~;le corresponding costs, were the proposed rule in effect in 1994, to air carriers 

r:-culd have been about $21 million ~whi~h represents about 477,~~~ hours of additional 

air carrier soli~~tation/~ol~e~t~on time), and the cost to travel agents would have 

beer- about $14.3 million ~wh~~h represents about 324,000 hours of additional 

so~i~itation~~olle~tion time).as The cost to air carriers may be further broken out 

irAt the cost to U.S. air carriers, about $14.8 million ~whi~h represents about 

3- The exact figures are 23,266,515 million alien trips on U.S. air carriers: 
15,608,255 to countries that require a U.S. passport, and 7,658,260 to countries that 
duo not require a U.S. passport, 

3: The exact figures are 44,577,326 million trips to countries that require a U.S. 
passport and 26,925~058 trips to countries that do not require a U.S. passport. (See 
footnote 21 for detail on these latter trips.) 

3: The exact figures are: air carriers ~2~,588,~32.59 [based on an additional 
467,791.42 hours of soli~itation/~olle~tion time); and travel agents $14,253,253.33 
(based on an additional 323,855.60 hours of so~icitation/~olle~tion time). 

k simple way to derive these costs is to note that, based on the numerical example 
gi-t-en for BA, on average across air carriers and their travel agents it takes 44 
seconds to collect passenger manifest info~ation for a AFRO-covered trip between the 
United States and a country that requires a U.S. passport, and 33 seconds to collect 
passenger manifest information for a similar trip between the United States and a 
country that does not require a U.S. passport, Thus, total costs of ~34,841,285.65 
result from the following calculations: 1) 26,925,058 trips to no passport countries 
at 33 seconds per trip f 44,577,326 trips to passport countries at 44 seconds per 
trip = 791,647.01 hours; and 2) the result of the calculation in 1 times the 
$37.5817446 1990 hourly cost figure of BA updated to 1994, which is ~44.~~11378 
yields the total cost figure of ~34,841‘285,65 which may then be allocated between 
air carriers and travel agents based on the percentage allocations given in the BA 
numerical example above. 
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337, 000 additional hours of sol~c~tat~on~co~le~tion time), and the cost to foreign 

air carriers, about $5.7 million ~whi~h represents about 13~~~~~ hours of additional 

cclicitationlcollection time) e45 

The value of the time that passengers would have forgone while being asked fur and 

pror-iding passenger manifest ~nformat~on were the proposed rule in effect in 1994 may 

be derived from: the number of covered passenger trips in 1994 between the United 

States and foreign countries that do and do not require U.S. passports for travel; 

estimates of air carrier and outside travel agent time needed to successfully solicit 

(i.e. # 40 seconds for those countries that require U.S. passports, and 30 seconds for 

those that do not), and unsuccessfully solicit (i.e., 8 seconds for those countries 

that require U.S. passports, and 6 seconds for those that do not) passenger manifest 

information; an assumption on whether passenger manifest information is collected 

once or twice per round-trip; and a monetary amount representing the value of an hour 

of time to an international air carrier passenger. Since the calculation depends on 

*^ f_ The exact figures are U.S. carriers, ~1~,8~~,S~7.31 (based on an additional 
337,3X8.4 hours of soli~itat~on~colle~tion time), and foreign carriers, $5,739,185.28 
(hacod on an additional ~3~,~~3.~2 hours of soli~~tation~~ollection time), ,-u-L 

The associated percentage breakouts of total air carrier costs are: U.S. carriers, 
52.1 percent, and foreign carriers, 27.9 percent. While these percentage breakouts 
bet>;een U.S. and foreign carriers will hold for the outside travel agents fur each 
group of carriers as well, splitting total. travel agent costs in this fashion seems 
far less meaningful, and is not done in the main body of the text or here, because 
the same travel agent -- U.S. or foreign -- could book reservations for both U.S. and 
foreign carriers. 

(Note: u.s, and foreign air carrier percentages of total costs of a passenger 
manifest retirement given above differ slightly from U.S. and foreign air carrier 
percentages of total covered passenger trips between the United States and foreign 
countries t72.7 and 27.3 percent, respectively] because of the somewhat higher 
proportion of trips between the United States and countries that require passports, 
and thus entail somewhat higher costs per passenger, that occurred on foreign air 
carriers -- 13,765,380 out of a total of 19,547,121 or 70.4 percent -- than occurred 
on U.S. air carriers -- 3~~995,~7~ out of total of 51,955,263 or 59.7 percent.) 
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~&ether passenger manifest infurmation is collected once or twice per ~aurney~ a 

ralge of values will be calculated. 

If it is assumed that all trips are round-trips and that passenger manifest 

ir-formation is collected by air carriers at the beginning of each round-trip, and 

stored for use during the return trip, then the number of ~~~-covered trips (U.S.- 

citizen passenger on all carriers and foreign-citizen trips on U.S. carriers) in 

1""4 a> I about 71.5 million, is equal to twice the number of passenger manifest 

information collections, or about 35.8 million collections. Of these 35.8 million 

collections, about 22.3 million would have taken place on trips between the United 

States and foreign countries that require a U.S. passport for travel, and these 

collections would have required passengers to forego 40 seconds. About 13.5 million 

ccllections would have taken place on trips between the United States and foreign 

countries that do not require a U.S. passport for travel, and would have required 

cpccengers to forego 30 seconds per collection.~l - -_-- Taken together, these collections 

represent about 36~,~~~ hours of passenger time forgone.42 

To this must be added the passenger time forgone by covered passengers who are asked 

for passenger manifest info~ation at the time of reservation, but who do not provide 

it at that time. AS noted earlier, such unsuccessful solicitations of passenger 

manifest information would consume 8 seconds of passenger time on trips between the 

Exited States and countries that require a U.S. passport, and 6 seconds of passenger 

time on trips between the United States and countries that da not require a U.S. 

.- 
Y- The exact figures are 35,751,192 total collections: 22~2S~~663 from U.S.-citizen 
passengers traveling between the United States and countries that require a U.S. 
passport; and 13,462,529 from U.S.-citizen passengers traveling between the United 
States and countries that do not require a U.S. passport. 

,*- 
TL the exact figure is 359,839.55 hours. 
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passport. Using the above assumptions, such unsuccessful solicitations would occur 

for one-half of each category of passengers, or about 11.1 million passengers 

tra:-cling between the United States and countries that require a U.S. passport, and 

about 6.7 million passengers traveling between the United States and countries that 

do not require a U.S. passport.43 Taken together, these solicitations represent about 

3E,000 hours of passenger time forgone.44 

The total passenger time forgone for the case in which passenger manifest information 

is collected once per round trip is thus about 396,000 hours.45 This time will be 

7%~alued at ~~~=OO per hour, the value of an hour in 1994 to air carrier international 

passengers on business trips,46 For this case, the value of passenger time that would 

.z? The exact figures are 11,144,331 (passp5rt~, and 6,731,265 (no passport). 

, ~ Yf The exact figure is 35,983.N hours. 

.zg The exact figure is 395,823.51 hours. 

.cg The value of time far air carrier international passengers on business trips is 
used here to calculate the value of time that would have been forgone by all U.S.- 
citizen passengers while they were being asked far and providing passenger manifest 
information were the proposed rule in effect in 1994. A base (1987 dollar) value of 
$37.22 per hour far air carrier international passengers on business trips is taken 
frcm Table 2 (page 11) of: U.S. department of Transportation, Federal Aviation 
Administration, ~conamic Values k Evaluation ef Federal Aviation Administration 
Investment and Reaulatorv Programs (F~-APT-39-10~ (~ashingtan~ 1989). This 
publication is available to the public from the National Technical Info~ation 
Seri-ice, Springfield, VA, 22161. 

The base value is updated to 1994 dollars using the Gross ~amestic Product ~~~P~ 
implicit price deflator for total personal consumption expenditures, together with 
rounding of the result to the nearest 50 cents. This adjustment methodology is 
suggested in the publication (p. 1221, except that here the GDP implicit price 
deflator for total personal consumption expenditures is used in lieu of its Gross 
National Product (ASPS counterpart. The s~stitutian is defensible on theoretical 
grounds, and, moreover, national product account information is now published in 
terms of GDP. The 1994 GDP implicit price deflator for total personal consumption 
expenditures ~1987=~~0.0~ from the Survev of Current Business is 129.3 and the 
calculation of the updated value is ~37.22*(129.3~l~O.O~=~~S.12~ which is rounded to 
$ie.OO per hour. 

The choice of the value of time for international passengers on business trips yields 
a reasonable estimate of the value of time forgone for all passengers who would have 
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I 

I 

ha-.-s been forgone -- while being asked for and providing passenger manifest 

information -- *- s had the proposed rule been in effect in 1994 is about $19 million.47 

If, on the other hand, it is assumed that all trips are one-~a~ trips, or that air 

cz.rriers would collect passenger manifest information at both ends of a round-trip 

rather than collecting the information once and storing it for use on the return- 

trip # then the number of SPRY-covered international trips in 1990, about 71.5 

million, is equal to the number of passenger manifest information collections. Of 

these trips, about 44.6 million were between the United States and countries that 

reqj'lire a U.S. passport for travel, and about 26.9 rni~~~on were between the United 

States and countries that do not require a U.S. passport for trave1.48 Similar 

calculations to those above for this case result in a total of about 792,~~~ 

provided passenger manifest information. The resulting estimate is relatively 
conservative when compared to the estimate that would result from using the value for 
international passengers on non-busyness trips, which is ~72*~0 per hour (in 1994 
dollars), or the value for international passengers on business and non-business 
trips, which is ~65.~~ per hour (in 1994 dollars). (These latter values are also 
taken from Table 2 of the publication listed above, and have been updated to 1994 
dollars using the same adjustment methodology that was used above.) 

Using the value of time for international passengers on business trips, together with 
the statement that doing so yields a reasonable estimate, avoids the need to explore 
further here the issue of whether the values for trips for various purposes might 
zzed to be adjusted to account for the average size of traveling party. For 
ii;ternational business trips, it can be argued that such adjustment, if needed at 
all, is likely to be minor. 

;' The exact figure is ~~8,999~52S.39. 

4: The exact figures are 71~5~2,3~~ total collections: ~~~577,326 from passengers 
Yraveling between the United States and countries that require a U.S. passport, and 
26,925,058 from passengers. traveling between the United States and countries that do 
not require a U.S. passport. This results in a total time of 719,679.I.l hours for 
collections. For solicitations only, the exact figures are 22,288~663 ~passport~, 
and 13,462,529 (no passport). This results in a total time of 71,967.91 for 
salicitations. 
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passenger hours forgone.49 The value of this time at ~~~.~~ per hour is about 

Eased on the above, the total annual recurring costs (in 1994 dollars) of the 

c=~c+=JID~~ manifest retirement in the proposed rule are roughly estimated to range i uII...a iLi 

betKeen about $53.8 and 72.8 million.51 The range of estimates results from 

assumptions made concerning the mix of one-way and round-trips, and whether air 

carriers would collect and store passenger manifest information for round-trips or 

collect the information for each leg of round-trips. The estimated total, annual 

recurring costs of the proposed rule break out as follows: air carriers ($20.6 

EltlliOrl) ; travel agents fS14.3 millions; and passengers1 time forgone <$19.0 to $38.0 

million). As was done before, annual recurring costs for air carriers may be further 

broken down into: U.S, air carriers ($14.8 millions and foreign air carriers ($5.7 

million).52 

These estimates of the total annual recurring costs of the proposed rule do not 

include an-y time costs to passengers beyond what is required by passengers covered by 

the proposed rule to be asked for and provide passenger manifest information at the 

time of reservation or airport check-in. Passengers covered by the proposed rule, 

and perhaps other passengers, could experience additional time costs at the airport 

‘C 2 _ The exact figure is 791,~~7.~2 hours. 

r- -. The exact figure is ~37,999~~56.77. 

5: The exact figures are ~53,S~~,Sl~.31 and ~72,8~~,3~2.69. 

5:: For consolidated reference -- the exact figures are given in previous footnotes -- 
the exact figures are: air carriers ~~2~,5SS,~32.59~; travel agents 
{$X4,253,253.33); and passengers' time forgone ~~~~,999,~~~.39 [I collection per 
round trip] to ~37,999,056.77 I2 collections per round trip]). The exact figures for 
U.S. and foreign air carriers are: U.S. air carriers (~1~,~~8~S~7.31~ and foreign 
air carriers ~~5,739~1~5.2S~. 
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to the extent that passenger manifest information retirements result in passengers 

co-iered by the proposed rule or (less likely) all passengers being required to report 

to the airport earlier than is the case without a passenger manifest information 

rf~TJirement. All passengers could experience additional time costs at the airport to 

the extent that flights are delayed as a result of the OPT passenger manifest 

information retirements. 

I%,'#2 such additional Fairport-delays time costs are included because, as the discussion 

at the beginning of this section indicated, there would be incentives on the part of 

passengers and air carriers to avoid such additional time spent at the airport. 

1~:3reover, while the estimated costs in this section are based on assumptions of one- 

half of all covered passengers arriving at the airport without having given passenger 

manifest information at the time of reservation, some OPT ~ommenters indicated that 

most passengers could be expected to give passenger manifest information at the time 

of reservation, thus making less likely any additional time costs at the airport. 

F-arthermore, it may be that: 1) there are already some unavoidable delays to 

passengers at airports and passenger manifest information collection might be 

structured to occupy this already available time (such time may increase, at least at 

U.S. airports, as a result of the recent tightening of airport security in the wake 

of the TWA 800 air disaster); and/or 2) current airport check-in procedures are not 

substantially different from what might be needed under the proposed rule.s3 In both 

5s Air carriers that use smaller aircraft, and whose smaller passenger loads would be 
less likely to cause congestion at the airport, would seem to be most able to take 
a&.-antage of lower tech or manual methods of collecting passenger manifest 
information that might take place at the airport. Doing so could result in small 
costs to the carriers and virtually no time forgone on the part of the passengers 
from whom the information was collected, if the collection was structured to occupy 
already available time, (One such method is mentioned in the Report of the 
President's commission on Aviation - S ecuritv and Terrorism [endnote 55, p.1091. It 
was suggested by Pan American Flight 103 family member, Mrs. Georgia Nucci, and would 
require passengers to submit passenger manifest information on a portion of the 
boarding pass that is collected by air carriers prior to boarding-~ 
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of these cases, the calculation of additional passenger time forgone or increased air 

carrier processing costs is not necessary-s4 Finally, no additional time costs at the 

airport are included because the added air carrier industry and travel industry costs 

estimated above, and occasioned by implementing a passenger manifest retirement, 

ostensibly are incurred for additional reservations and check-in personnel in order 

that current reservations times, check-in times, and flight schedules can be 

maintained. 

, Total Costs, and Present Value of the Future Cost Calculation of the One-Time Cost 

Strfanof 

Eased on British Airways' estimates of its one-time cost to implement a passenger 

manifest requirement, an estimate of the one-time cost for the air carrier industry 

k preliminary analysis of INS form I-92 data indicated that only about five percent 
or less of U.S.-citizen trips between the United States and foreign countries take 
place on air carriers using smaller aircraft (i.e., aircraft seating less than 60 
passengers). Thus, the vast majority of U.S.-citizen passengers traveling between 
the United States and foreign countries appear to do so on air carriers that employ 
larger aircraft, and for whom airport congestion should be more of a concern. 

(Note : because preliminary analysis of INS form I-92 data indicated that only a very 
small percentage of U.S.-citizen trips between the United States and foreign 
countries take place on air carriers that use smaller aircraft, and that might thus 
use low cost or manual methods of collecting passenger manifest information at the 
airport, air carriers using smaller aircraft are not treated separately in the 
estimates above.) 

5T It is because of the second reason in the previous sentence, that current airport 
check-in procedures are not substantially different from what might be needed under 
the proposed rule, that no additional costs are included in the analysis for the 
verification of (full) names provided by U.S.-citizen travelers against the name on 
their passport, if a passport is required for travel. For boarding to occur under 
the proposed rule, the names would be required to match. While this is not 
necessarily true today, passports are nonetheless currently checked at airport check- 
in . Because such a passport checking procedure exists today, it is assumed in the 
above analysis that the additional retirement for verification contained in the 
proposed rule will not add additional costs. 
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can be developed.55 The resulting estimate of air carrier one-time cost of 

implementing the passenger manifest information retirement in the Nap can be used 

tcgether with previous estimates of the annual recurring costs of the Nap to derive 

ax estimate of the total cost of the ACRE for the first year. The future cost stream 

of the proposed rule -- consisting of annual recurring costs over ten years and one- 

time cost -- can be discounted to derive an estimate of the present value of the 

tc~tal costs of the proposed rule. 

As rioted above, British Airways estimated its one-time costs to implement a passenger 

nanifest information retirement to be $1.1 million fin 1990 dollars) -- $1 million 

tc modify its CRS and its interface with other CRSs, and $0.1 million to modify its 

E'ZS I Assuming that these costs are representative of individual air carrier one-time 

costs of implementing a passenger manifest information collection retirements BA's 

oze-time costs can be scaled upward to represent the one-time costs of the proposed 

r,le for the air carrier industry as a whole and adjusted to bring the dollar amounts 

55 No adjustment to one-time cost is made to account for the differing amounts of 
passenger manifest information that air carriers would be required to collect from 
passengers traveling between the United States and countries that do, and do not, 
require a U.S. passport because it is unlikely that one-time cost, which is basically 
the cost of hardware and software modifications needed to implement a passenger 
manifest information retirement, would be influenced by the fact that some flights 
r*:xld require the solicitation~collection of four pieces of passenger manifest 
information, while other flights wuuld require the solicitation/collection of three 
pieces of passenger manifest information. 
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fcrxard to 1.994.~~ The resulting figure for the air carrier industry one-time cost of 

implementing the proposed rule is $30.5 million in I994 dollars.s7 

To derive the cost of the proposed rule for the first year, one-time cost can be 

added to a discounted figure for the first year of annual recurring costs.ss From 

absve, undiscounted annual recurring costs range between $53.8 and $72.8 million, 

depending on whether it is assumed that passenger manifest information is collected 

once or twice per round trip journey. Since the recurring costs occur throughout the 

)-ear, an average of two present value (PV) calculations -- one that assumes that 

payment occurs at the beginning of the time period, and another that assumes that 

scr Since the majority of these one-time costs consist of computer programming costs, 
the BLS index for the white-collar occupational group, 'Professional Specialty and 
Technical' is used here as a proxy for the wages of computer programmers to adjust 
the 1990 dollars to 1994 dollars. An overall ~average~ 1994 index for this group was 
constructed from available quarterly indexes, and was divided by an overall ~average~ 
1990 index for this group that was developed by the same process. The result is 
multiplication of the 1990 costs by a factor of 1.1785. (See appendices 3 and 4 for 
BLS occupational group information.~ 

-- -i The exact figure is ~30~520,385.lO. 

k simple upward scaling of BA's estimates of its fixed costs, based on BA's 
percentage of total 1990 U.S. -citizen international trips, is employed here. We 
believe that that industry fixed costs will vary more in relation to BA's portion of 
some comparable industry total, rather than vary in relation to BA's portion of total 
passengers covered by the proposed rule. In 1990, DOT estimates that BA accounted 
for 1,843,175 out of a total of 43,394,462 U.S.-citizen trips on all air carriers. 
(Sources are 1990 U S - International Travel Statistics and DOT internal estimates.) 

The B-4 one-time cost figures explicitly include funds fur the development of an 
interface between its CRS and other CRSs, and thus the air carrier industry one-time 
cost figure takes into account the costs of the development of an interface for air 
carrier tRS's. (The Air Transport Association of America [ATA], in its OPT 
comments, indicated that it would develop such an interface for U.S. carriers, but 
ATA gave no specific cost figures for this effort.) Finally, it is not anticipated 
that the casts of modifying CRSs and DCSs would be borne by the travel agent 
ixbstry, and thus one-time cost includes no cost for the travel industry. 

SE The discount rate used is 10 percent, the discount rate that is specified by the 
Office of management and Budget ~~~E~ for use in Federal government benefit-cost 
calculations. 



palm?nt occurs at the end of the time period -- will be used to discount these 

CcStS.= ~~s~5unt~ng the costs for the first year in this fashion yields a range of 

between $51.4 and $69.5 million.~' Adding one-time cost yields a range of first year 

costs of the proposed rule of between $81.9 and $100.0 million.61 

/ 
The discounted future cost streams over a ten-year time horizon. for the cases in 

wY.ch passenger manifest information is collected once per round trip journey and 

tzice per round trip journey appears on the following page:62 

one collection two collections 

1 year per round trip per round trip 

time 0 (one-time cost) ~3~,52~~385.1~ $ 3Q,~Z~,3~5~~~ 

year 1 
year 2 
year 3 
I-ear 4 
year 5 
Iear 6 
l-ear 7 
l-ear 8 
year 9 
>-zar 10 

$ 69,529~~1~.02 
$ 63,2~8~561.8~ 
$ 57,~62,32g.9~ 
$ ~2,23~~~8~.~6 
$ ~7,~89,528.Q5 
$ ~3,~72,298.23 
$ 39,2~7,~~3.~~ 
$ 35,679,585.31 
$ 32,~35,986.6~ 
$ 29,~87,26~.59 

Ene present value 5ver ten years of the costs of the proposed rule thus ranges 

between about $377.9 and ~5~~.5 million. 

53 
See OMB Budget Circular A-94 Revised ~Transmittal Memo No. 64) October 29, 1992, 

Appendix B : Additional Guidance far miscounting, for the rationale behind the 
approach used here. The method of cal~ulati5n here should yield results that are 
computationally e~~valent to the mid-year discount factors given in Appendix 3. 

6: The exact figures are ~~1,393‘5~~.~6 and ~69~~29,~18.~2. 

F- “- The exact figures are ~81,913~889.66 and ~1~~,~~9,~~3.12 

EL Again, since the annual recurring costs occur throughout the year, an average of 
tX0 present value (PV) ~alculati5ns -- one that assumes that payment occurs at the 
beginning of the time period, and another that assumes that payment occurs at the end 
of the time period -- is used. 
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Adiustment of the Costs of the Prooosed Rule Based on Bureau of Labor Statistics 

Proxv Com-oensation Ficrures for Air Carrier Reservation and Check-In Personnel and 

The simple economic model employed in the above calculations of the cost of the 

proposed rule appears to provide a plausible methodological approach to derive rough 

estimates of the amuunt of air carrier, travel agent, and covered-~nternational- 

traveler time that would be required to implement the passenger manifest requirement 

in the proposed rule. The model uses as an input estimates of the time it would take 

tc collect passenger manifest information from the average passenger that were 

contained in SPRY comments provided to the department by British Airways. 

&cause such informatian was not explicitly provided in OPT comments, however, the 

xsge sate of air carrier reservation and check-in personnel that would collect the 

passenger manifest infarmat~on had to be imputed from the overall air carrier cost 

information estimates provided in the BA comments and the time estimates from the 

economic model. In the above estimate of the cost of the proposed rule, additional 

air carrier reservation and check-in personnel and outside travel agents that would 

be needed to implement a passenger manifest retirement are all assumed to receive 

this same imputed wage. As noted earlier, this imputed wage rate, based an British 

AfrKays comments for the additional reservat~on/~heck-in/travel agent personnel 

needed to implement a passenger manifest retirement, was $37.58 per hour or 

$'78,170.03 in 1990 dollars. Once adjusted, it is $44.01 per hour or ~91,~~~.~~ per 

year in 1994 dollars.63 This wage level is difficult to reconcile. A wage rate 

63 A standard 2~~~-hour work year is used for all conversions of hourly to yearly 
-ages . 

From the information supplied in OPT comments, it is not possible to determine if a 
sr;bstantial number of passengers may book reservations and then cancel them or just 
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of this magnitude could be expected to impart an upward bias to the calculations of 

the cost of the proposed rule that were provided earlier. 

P-I alternative estimate of the cost of the proposed rule may be made using Bureau of 

Lzbor Statistics ABLER total compensation figures (i.e., employer cost per hour 

rrorked - - including wages and salaries, and benefit costs) for these types of 

psrsannel. Since no exact counterpart for these types of personnel exists in BLS 

ccc2pational groups, a proxy occupational group must be used. As a proxy for air 

carrier reservation personnel (who, as indicated above are expected to account for 

the bulk of air carrier collection costs for passenger manifest info~ation~, air 

carrier check-in personnel, and travel agent personnel costs, the BLS white-collar 

ozcunational group, IAdministrative Support Personnel, Including Clerical, t was 

s4ected.@ The total compensation of these individuals in March 1994 was $14.66 per 

hour ($10.36 in wages and salaries, and $4.29 in benefit costs) or ~3~,~92.8~ per 

year _ These BLS hourly compensation figures are about one-third of the imputed wage 

rate contained in BAPs ~~~ comments, and, once based on them, the previously 

not show up for their flights (and perhaps pay a penalty for doing so). Such 
canceled reservations and "no shows" would lead to time expended by air carrier 
reservation personnel and travel agents to solicit or to solicit and collect 
passenger manifest information. This additional time was not considered in 
calculating above the imputed wage rates from the cost figures that BA supplied and 
it is unknown to what extent such hours are taken into account in the BA cost 
estimates. However, a sensitivity analysis of the effect of this additional time for 
canceled reservations and no shows on the implicit wage rates was performed. For the 
mast extreme case analyzed it was assumed that for every 200 persons that make a 
reservation, only 100 keep the reservation (i.e., a one-half cancellation rate). 
Under these assumptions, the implicit wage rate was $35.06 per hour (or slightly less 
than ~~3~~~~ per year), which is still a very high figure. 

6; The sources for these hourly compensation figures and other (1990 to 1994) 
adjustments to labor costs are: U.S. department of Labor News Release 94-290 (June 
16, 1594) and U.S. department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Division of 
Employment Cost Trends [ECT], Em~lo~ent Cost Index and J&Y,,&& 1975-1995, Bulletin 
2166 (October 1995). Relevant excerpts from both are provided in Appendixes 3 and 4. 
(2 mare extensive set of figures from the Bureau of Labor Statistics ECT internet 
site ~htt~:~~stats~bls.gov/ecthome.htm~ is also included in Appendix 3.) 
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calculated estimate of annual recur-ring casts of the proposed rule for air carriers 

and their outside travel agents will drop substantially. One-time cost and the cost 

of passenger time forgone will not change. 

The (adjusted) estimated annual recurring costs of the proposed rule based on Bureau 

of Labor Statistics proxy compensation figures for air carrier reservation and check- 

in personnel and travel agents now range between $30.6 and $49.6 mullion, and 

breakout : air carriers ($6.9 millpond -- split between U.S. air carriers ($4.9 

million) and foreign air carriers ($1.9 mullions; travel agents ($4.7 mullions; and 

unchanged-from-before passengers' time forgone ($19.0 million to ~38.~~.65 The 

corresponding dismounted future cost streams over a ten-year time horizon incorporate 

an unchanged-from-before one-time cost figure and now become: 

l-ear 
one collection 
per round trip 

two collections 
per round trip 

time 0 (one-time cost) $ 3~,520,385.10 $ 30,520~385.1~ 

$ 29,213,933.93 
$ 26,558,121*76 
$ 24~~43,747.~5 
$ 2~,948,860.96 
$ 19,953,509.96 
$ 18,139,554.51 
$ 16~490,504.10 
$ 14,991,367.36 
$ 13,628,515.78 
$ 12~389,559~80 

$ 47,349~847.39 
$ 43,~~5,315.81 
$ 39,132,105.28 
$ 35,574,641.17 
$ 32,34~,582.88 
$ 29,40~~529.89 
$ 26~727~75~.44 
$ 24,297,958.59 
$ 22,089,053.26 
$ 20,08~,957.51 

total 

kcording to these calculations, the adjusted estimate of the present value uver ten 

years of the cost of the proposed rule ranges between about $228.0 and $350.6 

E The exact figures are: air carriers ~~6,857,822.20~ -- split between U.S. air 
carriers ~~4,9~6~113.93~ and foreign air carriers ~~1,911,708.27~; travel agents 
~~4~?47~723.06~; and passengers' time forgone ~18,999,528.39 to ~37,999,056.77~. 
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million, and the first year cost of the proposed rule ranges between about $59.7 

million and $77.9 million, depending on whether passenger manifest information is 

assumed to be collected once or twice per round trip."" 

x Fir_al Ad'ustment of the Costs of 

Participation in the Advance Passenger Info~ation System 

The rough estimates of the costs of the proposed rule that have been developed so far 

relv upon APEX comments, especially those of British Airways (BA), the one carrier 

that provided specific cost estimates in response to the SPRY, The basic 

assumptions of BA regarding the incremental burden that would be imposed by a 

passenger manifest information retirement are in~o~orated into the estimates, 

although BA's ~imputed~ labor costs have been adjusted to make them more credible. 

At the time that BA provided SPRY comments, air carrier participation in the Advance 

Passenger information System RAPIST of the U.S. Customs Service was not widespread. 

Air carrier participation in APIS has been growing, however, and is widespread 

today.67 Moreover, since air carriers voluntarily participate in APIS, one could 

EE The exact figures for the latter are: ~59,73~~3~9.~~ and ~77,87~,~32.5~. 

E- API is collected and transmitted by 49 air carriers: ACES; Aero Peru; Air France; 
Air Jamaica Limited; Air New Zealand; Alitalia-Line@ Aeree Italiane; All Nippon Airways 
Co.; ALM Antillean Airlines; American Airlines; Asiana Airlines; Austrian Airlines; 
Ai-ianca Airlines; Aviateca; Balair AC; Britannia Airways Ltd.; British Airways PLC; 
E:;Iz A+ International; Cathay Pacific Airways, Ltd.; China Airlines, Ltd.; Compania de 
Ax-iacion Faucett; Continental Air Lines; Delta Air Lines; EVA Airlines; Japan Air Lines 
co., Ltd; KLM Royal Dutch Airlines; Korean Air Lines Co., Ltd.; LACSA; DECKS LAN- 
Chile Airlines; Lines Aereas Para~ayas; Lufthansa reman Airlines; ~artinair Holland 
N.V. ; Mexicana de Aviation; NICA; northwest Airlines; Philippine Airlines, Inc.; Qantas 
- ~ ,+2rxays, Ltd.; SAETA Airlines; Scandinavian Airlines System; Singapore Airlines Ltd.; 
South African Airways; Swissair Transport Company, Ltd.; TACA International Airlines; 
T-AESA; TAP - Air Portugal; Trans World Airlines; United Air Lines; USAir; and Virgin 
Atlantic Airways. In addition, API is also collected and transmitted for U.S.-bound 
passengers by the governments of Australia and New Zealand as part of the collection 
of API that is performed by Australian immigration and New Zealand Customs for all 
passengers departing (but not necessarily those transiting~ these countries. 
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conclude that participating air carriers have determined that the benefits of 

participating in APIS exceed the costs of doing so. Air carrier participation in the 

A&-ante Passenger information System RAPIST should, since APIS information 

requirements duplicate some of the information retirements in the proposed rule, 

reduce the costs of the proposed rule. The rough estimates developed above are 

adjusted for these duplicate information retirements in this section. 

To participate in APIS, air carriers collect, as a minimum, advance passenger 

irfarmation (API) consisting of a passenger's first name and last name, and date of 

birth (DOB). Often, however, API consisting of the full name, travel document number 

(e.g. I passport nu~er~, travel document nationality, and DO8 of a passenger is 

collected. API thus often constitutes two of the four pieces, or one-half, of the 

information that would be required by the proposed rule from covered passengers that 

travel between the United States and countries that require a U.S. passport.68 Since 

a passenger's first and last names are always a part of API, it will be considered 

here that API always constitutes one of the three pieces, or one-third, of the 

information that would be required by the proposed rule from covered passengers that 

travel between the United States and countries that do not require a U.S. passport.69 

&&-ante passenger information is used to facilitate the movement of all passengers 

(U.S.-citizen and non-U.S. citizen) through U.S. airports.70 For APIS-covered 

EE A preliminary analysis of day-duly 1996 U.S. Customs Service data on APIS 
transmissions from countries that require a U.S. passport for travel to them shows 
that travel document info~ation (i.e., passport or visa information, including 
n-~?zber) is transmitted for about 37 percent of APIS-hovered passengers. 

6: __ That is, we are considering for adjustment purposes here that having a passenger's 
first and last names as part of API substitutes fully for the full name required by 
the proposed rule. 

7: Thirty nine U.S. airports received APES-covered flights in 1995. 
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flights, participating carriers collect API on the ground, before the flights depart, 

and transmit it ahead of the arrival of the flights in the United States. It is 

estimated by the U.S. Customs Service that, on average, passengers for whom API has 

been collected save approximately 15 minutes in total processing time at U.S. 

ah-parts * (Total processing time refers here to processing time by all federal 

inspection agencies taken together.~ The magnitude of these time savings to U.S.- 

arriving passengers is impressive. During the past fiscal year (FY 19951, fur 

erample, API was used to facilitate the processing of about 22.7 million passengers 

(on more than 177,~~~ flights) through U.S. airports. The corresponding total time 

sa-cings was (using the U.S. Customs Service's estimate of, on average, savings of 

approximately 15 minutes in total federal inspection time per passenger) about 5.7 

kllion hours. 

U.S. and foreign air carriers participate in APES. Air carriers that primarily 

engage in charter operations as well as those that primarily engage in scheduled 

operations have participated in APB. APIS allows carriers flexibility in their 

choice of method of collecting the API; they may employ automated ~passport~ readers 

or less automated procedures. The U.S. Customs Service lends document readers to air 

carriers to assist them in automating and making more accurate the collection of API. 

G:achine-readable passports are a pr~re~isite to automating the collection of API 

using document readers.) To date, the U.S. Customs Service has lent about 3,7~~ 

readers.- API is also collected manually~ however, and is keystroked-in for 

transmittal to the U.S. Customs Service ahead of covered flights. 

71 The U.S. Customs Service will lend do&ument readers to air carriers wishing to 
partLcipate in the APIS program. These loans of document readers are funded from 
U.S. Customs Service Cobra funds. 
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I,:sny carriers use their computer Reservation Systems ~~RSs~ in the collection of API, 

anti carriers with CRSs of varying levels of sophistication have expressed an interest 

in participating in APE, API data are also sometimes collected for passengers 

departing the United States. Since July 1993, Delta Air Lines has been collecting 

API on all outbound flights, and USAir began collecting this so-called ~Outbound API" 

in 1994. Other carriers have also expressed an interest in collecting Outbound API. 

Oatbound API is stored for air carrier transmission into APIS when passengers return 

to the United States. outbound API is also transmitted to the U.S. customs Service 

for use in long-range advance analysis.7z 

Eased on this sketch of the APIS program, one could alternatively envision the 

passenger manifest information collection retirement in the proposed rule as being 

"piggybacked" onto existing or contemplated voluntary carrier participation in APIS. 

Doing so would mean that for any passenger from whom API is being gathered, the 

incremental burden of the proposed rule could be only gathering the name and 

telephone number of an emergency contact. 

Using the same assumptions that were employed in the cost calculations above, an 

KPIS-covered passenger would usually forgo 20 seconds being asked for and providing 

the name and telephone number of an emergency contact, and 4 seconds just being asked 

for this information. Thus, such passengers would have to forgo on average 22 

sazcnds to be asked for and provide the name and telephone number of an emergency 

71 Long-range advance analysis works as follows: sometime following the departure of 
an Outbound API-covered flight, the outbound API for the flight/several flights is 
batch processed and sent to the U.S. customs Service. U.S. customs Service 
inspectors use the outbound API, and other data sources, to target suspect outbound 
passengers on their eventual return to the United States. (The U.S. customs Service 
understands from U.S. carrier reports that 75-80 percent of passengers departing the 
LTnited States hold round-trip reservations to return to the United States.) 
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contact. 7X This is 50 percent of the time (44 seconds) that it would take under the 

proposed rule to soli~it~~ol~ect complete passenger manifest information from covered 

passengers who travel between the United States and countries that require a U.S. 

I;assport I and 66.67 percent of the time (33 seconds) that it would take under the 

proposed rule to soli~it~~olle&t complete passenger manifest information from covered 

passengers who travel between the United States and countries that do not require a 

U.S. passport. The annual burden on carriers and their agents of collecting 

pa.ssenger manifest information for flights for which API was being collected could be 

e::pected to decrease in a similar fashion since carriers and their agents should 

e>:perience commensurate reductions in the amount of time required to collect the 

incremental passenger manifest information. Thus, for any covered passenger for whom 

API information is gathered or is contemplated to be gathered, the cost of the 

proposed rule could be reduced by one-third to one-half as compared to the estimates 

given above for the passenger manifest information proposed rule considered in 

isolation.7" 

-_ 
I 3 The average of 22 seconds per passenger results from the application of 
assumptions used previously to the ~current) case where API is being collected. 
k-cording to these assumptions, one-half of all passengers could be expected to be 
asked for and provide the name and telephone nuder of an emergency contact at the 
time of reservation ~whi~h would require 20 seconds); the other one-half of all 
passengers could be expected to be asked for but not provide the name and telephone 
number of an emergency contact at the time of reservation ~which would require 4 
seconds) and would then be asked for and provide the information at the time of 
check-in (which would require 20 seconds). 

7; The cost reduction is 33.33 percent done-thirds for hovered-passenger trips 
bet>zeen the United States and countries that do not require a U.S. passport since 
passenger manifest information would now consist of only emergency contact name and 
telephone number, rather than these two pieces information plus one more piece of 
passenger manifest information, full name. The cost reduction is 50.00 percent lone- 
half) for covered-passenger trips between the United States and countries that do 
require a U.S. passport for travel since passenger manifest information would now 
consist of only emergency contact name and telephone number, rather than these two 
pieces of information plus two more pieces of passenger manifest information, full 
name and passport number. moreover, a strong possibility ~a~~ording to the 
information in footnote 68, a 63 percent possibility~ exists that these latter 
individuals will not have a passport number as part of their API. In this case the 
cost reduction will be only 25.00 percent done-quarters since passenger manifest 
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h-c mentioned, participation in APIS has been growing over time. U.S. Customs Service 

fiscal-year-end-1994 statistics showed an overall APIS coverage of about 42 percent 

of all U.S.-arriving international air passengers; fiscal-year-end-~995 statistics 

shoxed an overall APIS coverage of about 50 percent; and the U.S. customs Service has 

set a fiscal-year-end 1996 goal of covering 55 percent. Current U.S. Customs Service 

statistics show that APIS information is gathered and transmitted for somewhat over 

5G percent of international air passengers arriving in the United States. These 

statistics also show that U.S. carriers account for about 67.5 percent, and foreign 

carriers account for about 32.5 percent, of APrS-covered passengers arriving in the 

United States. 

“Thl _ above information can be used to adjust the estimates of the costs of the 

proposed rule to remove any duplicate information collection retirements of APIS and 

the proposed rule. Doing so should lead to more accurate estimates of the 

incremental costs of the proposed rule.75 The (finally adjusted) estimated annual 

recurring costs of the proposed rule (in 1994 dollars) range between $27.6 and $44.8 

million and breakout as follows: air carriers ($6.2 millions -- split between U.S. 

air carriers ($4.4 millions and foreign air carriers ($1.8 millionth 

information would now consist of emergency contact name and telephone number and 
passport number, rather than these three pieces of information plus one more piece of 
passenger manifest information, full name. 

7: _ To summarize, the adjustment will be based on 50 percent of arriving passengers 
from passport and non-passport countries being covered by APIS (67,s percent of the 
total on U.S. air carriers and 32.5 percent of the total on foreign air carriers). A 
further refinement is made to account for the fact that of those APIS-covered 
passengers arriving from countries that require a U.S. passport, about 37 percent 
xi11 have a full name and passport number as part of their API, and about 63 percent 
~-ill have a full name, but not a passport number. 
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travel agents ($4.3 million~i and passengers' time forgone ($17.2 to $34.3 milliOn).76 

Ths corresponding discounted future cost streams over a ten-year time horizon 

incorporate an unchanged-from-before one-time cost figure and now become: 

one collection 
per round trip 

two collections 
per round trip 

tic- 0 (one-time cost) $ 3~,520,385.10 $ 30,520,385.1~ 

year 1 
y2ar 2 
j-ear 3 
vaar 4 i- 
year 5 
y-far 6 
3-ear 7 
j-ear 8 
year 9 
j-?ar 10 

$ 26,389,669,76 
$ 23,990~608.88 
$ 2l,SO9,644.43 
$ 19,826,949.48 
$ 18,024,499.53 
$ 16,3S5,908.67 
$ 14,896,280.60 
$ 13~542,073.2S 
$ 12~310,975.71 
$ 11~191,796.lO 

$ 42~772,289.38 
$ 3S,883,899.44 
$ 35,34S,999‘49 
$ 3~,135,454.08 
$ 29,214,049.~6 
$ 26,558,226.51 
$ 24,143~842.28 
$ 21,948,947.53 
$ 19,953,588.66 
$ 18,139,626.06 

kctal ~208,888,791.54 ~319,619,307.70 

Thus the final estimate of the present value over ten years of the cost of the 

proposed rule ranges between about $208.9 and $319.6 million, and the first year cost 

cf the proposed rule ranges between about $56.9 million and $73.3 million, depending 

on whether passenger manifest information is assumed to be collected once or twice 

per round trip.77 

YE The exact figures are: air carriers ~~6,194,840.57} -- split between U.S. air 
carriers ~~4~397~278.12~ and foreign air carriers ($1,797,562.45); travel agents 
/$<,28&,735.78); and passengers' time forgone ~~17,162,744.36 to $34,325~488.72~. 

-- 

The exact figures for the latter are: ~56,910,054.87 and ~73,292~674~48. 

It is assumed in the calculation of the low-end APrS-adjusted cost estimates ~whi~h 
represent the collection of the passenger manifest information once per round trip1 
that air carriers would shift their operations to collect API on the outbo~d segment 
of the passenger journey, and that this shift could be accomplished costlessly. This 
latter assumption is based on our understanding that because of their built-up 
experience with inbound API systems, carriers that have shifted to outbound API 
(Delta and US Air) have done so without incurring major costs. 
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ale Calculation of Cost Per Enhanced Notification and Cost Per one-day Tri~/Round 

Tsio of the Pronosed Rule 

Tza perspectives on the cost of the proposed rule are provided in this section. 

First, the cost per enhanced notification of the proposed rule taking into account 

only the direct notification benefits of the rule, and then taking into account the 

direct and indirect notification benefits of the proposed rule, will be calculated. 

Both of these lost-per-enhanced-notification calculations employ the present 

discounted costs of the proposed rule over ten years divided by the relevant number 

of fatalities that have occurred on the types of flights that the proposed rule would 

co-er over a representative ten-year time period. Second, the annual recurring costs 

of the proposed rule to all parties (air carriers, travel agents, and travelers on 

flights to and from the United States) will be divided by the nuder of one-way and 

sound trips taken by passengers in 1994 who would have been subject to the proposed 

r-de were it in effect. The results of these calculations is a cost per (covered) 

passenger per one-way trip and a cost per ~covered~ passenger per round trip of the 

proposed rule -- that is, how much the individual (covered) passenger would have to 

pa>- on each type of trip were the individual traveler assumed to be liable to pay for 

ail the costs of the proposed ruleaT 

Beginning first with the cost-per-enhanced-notification calculations, it was 

mentioned above that two of the three direct benefits of the proposed rule, and the 

7E As mentioned earlier in the main text, no analysis of the incidence of the costs 
proposed rule (that it, who will ultimately end up paying for the additional costs 
imposed by the proposed rule) are performed in this preliminary regulatory 
e:-aluation. The calculations of a cost per (covered) passenger per one-way and round 
trip of the proposed rule are thus performed on an "as if" basis: as if all the 
costs of the proposed rule would be borne ultimately by the passengers subject to the 
proposed rule. 
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onls- indirect benefit of the proposed rule, relate to the enhanced notification of 

fa.milies of, or the enhanced notification of the home governments of families of, 

passengers on a flight to and from the United States that ends in disaster.79 The 

cost figures for the present value of the costs of the proposed rule over ten years 

from the previous section can be compared with the number of passenger fatalities 

dcring a representative ten-year period from aviation disasters that occurred on 

: j In order to put into perspective the enhancement that would be provided under the 
NPRI~i I in the case of the Pam Am Flight 103 aviation disaster a passenger list -- 
consisting of first initials and surnames -- was first provided by Pan American to 
the Department of State about seven hours after the disaster was learned of. This 
list did not contain sufficient information to allow the department of State to 
contact all of the families of the victims. The department of State did, however, on 
the basis of the info~ation in this initial list, begin -- about two hours later -- 
contacting those families that had already contacted the department of State to 
inquire about relatives aboard Pan Am Flight 103. These efforts were stopped when 
some of the families, who had already been contacted by Pan Americans complained 
absut being contacted a second time. Thus, some of the families of victims of Pan Am 
Flight IO3 were contacted within nine hours or less after the disaster was learned 
of. For these families, were the passenger manifest retirement in the NP~ in 
effect prior to the Pan Am Flight 103 aviation disaster, it should have resulted in a 
maximum notification enhancement of about six to eight hours -- depending on whether 
a manifest was available to be forwarded to the department of State within one or 
three hours after an aviation disaster was learned of as is provided for in section 
203 of P.L. 101-504. 

Subsequently, about thirty-six hours later, or about 43 hours after the disaster was 
learned of, the department of State received from Pan American its contact list, 
which had much more complete data on the survivors (i.e., families) of the victims of 
Fan Am Flight 103. At this time, Pan American also informed the department of State 
that it (Pan American) had notified all the families of the victims. Thus, for the 
remainder of the families of the victims of Pan Am Flight 103, were the passenger 
manifest information retirement in the SPRY in effect prior to the Pan Am Flight 103 
aviation disaster, the maximum notification enhancement would have been somewhere 
between about nine, and a maximum of 42 hours. ~Information on notification of 
families of victims of Pan American 103 is taken from: Report of 'the President's 
Commission on Aviation Security and Terrorism ~~ashington: 19901 -- Chapter 7 
[including endnotes, especially endnote 391). 

(Note : The figures of 6 to 8 hours and 42 hours are listed as a maximum enhancement 
figures because the Report of the President's commission on Aviation Securitv and 
Terrorism does not give the specific time range during which Pan American notified 
the families of the victims.) 
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imate of the cost per flights to and from the United States to derive a rough est 

enhanced notification of the proposed rule.*O 

For accidents on large aircraft on the types of flights that would be covered by the 

proposed rule, data for the most recent ten-year period (July 1986-July 1996) were 

s?-o;;?l in Table 1 above. Since comparable accident data for air taxis and commuters 

are not readily available, a previously constructed nine-year series ~1983-1991~ will 

be used for accidents on these carriers. The taxi/~ommuter accident data were shown 

in Table 2 above. While every effort has been made to obtain complete coverage of 

accidents that have occurred on the types of flights that the proposed rule would 

cover I the information in Tables 1 and 2 is known to be in~omplete.~' As a result, it 

is necessary to develop, using available information~ an adjusted number representing 

Fassenger fatalities that occurred on flights to and from the United States over a 

renresentative ten year period for which enhanced notification benefits would have 

been pro-vided to either their families or home governments were the proposed rule in 

effect.az 

E: In comparing future costs to historical accident data, an implicit assumption is 
being made that the pattern of future accidents will be the same as in the past. 
This may not be the case, especially as additional resources are being expended by 
this Department and others to reduce the number of future accidents. Were the 
pattern of future accidents to decrease as a result of these additional expenditures, 
then our estimates of the cost per enhanced notification of the proposed rule would 
increase. We are implicitly making a '~sam~-pattern-in-the-future assumption~~ 
regarding aviation disasters more for pedagogic purposes here, in order to allow US 

to obtain a rough estimate of the cost per enhanced notification of the proposed 
r-ale _ 

E‘ _- In Tables 1 and 2, the percentage of accidents that are covered has been estimated 
-- see the last sentence under 'Source' for each Table. The percentages are eighty 
(SOI percent for Table 1, and sixty ~60~ percent for Table 2. 

ET That is, the adjusted number will reflect as many as two adjustments to the 
accident data contained in Tables 1 and 2. First, a coverage adjustment will need to 
be made for data from both Tables 1 and 2. Second, since Table 2 portrays accidents 
o---er only nine years, an adjustment to convert the nine-year figures to ten-year 
figures (i.e., multiplication by a factor of ten-ninths [1.11]) will need to be made 
for accident data from Table 2. 
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The first direct notification benefit of the proposed rule would accrue in the form 

of the enhanced notification of the families of U.S.-citizen passenger victims of 

a-.-iation disasters on flights to and from the United States, for which the accident 

responsible for the deaths occurred outside the United States. The adjusted ten-year 

figure for these fatalities is 303.83 The other direct notification benefit of the 

proposed rule would accrue in the form of the enhanced notification of the home 

gc;-ernment of foreign-citizen victims of aviation disasters on U.S.-flag air carrier 

flights to and from the United States, for which the accident responsible occurred 

either within or outside the United States. (The proposed rule would require that 

U.S. air carriers collect passenger manifest information for foreign-citizen 

passengers on flights to and from the United States.) The adjusted ten-year figure 

for these fatalities is 292.84 

63 The figure of 303 is arrived at by first multiplying the 239 U.S.-citizen 
fatalities from Table 1 that are attributable to (fatal) accidents that occurred 
outside the United States and on nonmilitary flights (i.e., the 02-14-87; 12-21-88; 
an,d 12-20-95 accidents) by 1.25 to account for the 80 percent coverage of Table 1, 
rhich yields a figure of 299. To this figure is added 4, which represents the 2 
U.S.-citizen fatalities from Table 2 that are attributable to the (fatal) accident 
that occurred outside the United States (i.e., the 03-18-91 accident) I multiplied 
first by 1.67 to account for the 60 percent coverage of Table 2, and then multiplied 
bg; 1.11 to adjust the nine-year series of accidents contained in Table 2 to represent 
tee years. The final figure is 303. 

(Note: As in the Nap, the United States is defined to be the States comprising the 
United States of America, the District of ~olu~ia, and the territories and 
possessions of the United States, including the territorial waters and the overlying 
airspace thereof.) 

r The figure of 292 is arrived at by first multiplying the 230 foreign-citizen 
{alien) fatalities from Table 1 that are attributable to (fatal] accidents that 
occurred (either inside or outside the United States) on U.S. air carrier flights to 
and from the United States (the 12-21-88; 2-24-89; 12-20-95; and 7-17-96 accidents) 
by 1.25 to account for the 80 percent coverage of Table 1, which yields a figure of 
287.5. To this figure is added 4, which represents the 2 non-U.S.-citizen fatalities 
from Table 2 that are attributable to the (fatal) accident that occurred on a flight 
tc and from the United States on a U.S. air carrier (i.e., the 03-18-91 accident), 
rr-Altiplied first by 1.67 to account for the 60 percent coverage of Table 2, and then 
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Tks sum of the fatalities is 595. Were it in effect for a representative ten-year 

pzriod, the proposed rule would have provided direct enhanced notification benefits 

tc the families or home governments of these 595 victims. comparison of this number 

r:-ith the final estimates of the dis&ounted ten-year costs of the proposed rule yields 

a cost per enhanced notificatiun of the direct notification benefits of the proposed 

rule of between about ~35~,~~~ and $537,~~~, depending on whether it is assumed that 

passenger manifest information is collected once or twice per round trip journey.85 

aother cost-per-enhanced-notification calculation can be done that takes into 

acco-cnt both the direct notification benefits of the proposed rule from above and the 

indirect notification benefit of the proposed rule, The indirect notification 

benefit that was identified earlier is the enhanced notification of the families of 

U.S.-citizen victims of aviation disasters involving flights operating to and from 

the United States that occur in the United States (i.e., the July 17, 1996, TWA 

flight 800 aviation disaster in Long Island, New York). The enhanced notification in 

this instance falls into the category of indirect benefits because the U.S. 

Department of State has no responsibilities regarding an aviation disaster that 

occurs within the United States. However, if the required manifest information has 

been compiled by the air carrier and is on hand for the flight (i.e., for use in the 

a-.-ent of an aviation disaster that occurs outside the United States), it is possible 

that having the information on hand could lead to quicker notification of the 

families of U.S.-citizen victims. The adjusted ten-year figure for U.S.-citizen 

passenger victims of aviation disasters that occurred within the United States on 

multiplied by 1.11 to adjust the nine-year series of accidents contained in Table 2 
to represent ten years. The final figure is 292. 

f5 The exact figures are ~351,073.~~ and $537,175.31. 
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flights to and from the United States, that is, those passenger victims whose 

families might have received indirect enhanced notification benefits were the 

proposed rule in effect, is 282,36 

Thus , direct a indirect notification benefits of the proposed rule could have been 

expected to accrue to the families or home governments of an adjusted total number of 

E 77 passenger victims of aviation disasters were the proposed rule in effect for a 

rsFresentative 10 year period. The associated cost per enhanced notification of the 

proposed rule that takes into account both direct and indirect notification benefits 

ranges between about ~23~,~~~ and ~36~,~~~, depending on whether it is assumed that 

passenger manifest information is collected once or twice per round trip journey.87 

Another way of looking at the costs of the proposed rule is to compare the annual 

recurring costs of the proposed rule to the annual nuder of trips taken by 

passengers who would be covered by the rule. The final estimated annual recurring 

costs of the proposed rule (to air carriers, travel agents, and passengers~ range 

between $27.6 and $44.8 million (in 1994 dollars). The number of done-ways trips by 

passengers that would have been covered by the proposed rule were it in effect in 

199+ f is 7~~5~2~3S~ trips. The corresponding cost per passenger per one-way trip thus 

ES The figure of 282 is arrived at by first multiplying the 222 U.S.-citizen 
fatalities from Table I that are attributable to (fatal) accidents that occurred 
inside the United States on flights to and from the United States (the 08-31-86; 
09-20-97; 02-24-89; and 01-25-90; and 07-17-96 accidents) by 1.25 to account for the 
80 percent coverage of Table 1, which yields a figure of 277.5. To this figure is 
added 4, which represents the 2 U.S.-citizen fatalities from Table 2 that are 
attributable to (fatal) accidents that occurred inside the United States on flights 
to and from the United States (i.e., the ~3-~~-9~ accident), multiplied first by 1.67 
to account for the 60 percent coverage of Table 2, and then multiplied by 1.11 to 
adjust the nine-year series of accidents contained in Table 2 to represent ten years. 
The final rounded figure is 282, 

E- The exact figures are $238,185.62 and ~36~,~~6.19 
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ranges between about $0.39 and $0.63, depending on whether it is assumed that 

passenger manifest information is co1 .lected once or twice per round trip. The 

corresponding cost per round-trip is twice this cost, and ranges between about $0.78 

azd $1.26. 

sensitivit v of the Estimates of the Costs of the Pronosed Rule to Variations in the 

+&mount of Time Needed to Solicit and Collect Passenger Manifest Information 

Tk=e additional amount of time that it is assumed to take to solicit and collect the 

additional passenger manifest information that is required by the proposed rule is a 

fundamental input into the e&onomic model that underlies the final estimates of the 

costs of the proposed rule. The figure of 40 additional seconds to solicit and 

collect the additional information was taken from the ~~~~ comments of British 

Airi‘:ays (Bkj ; was assumed to represent the additional amount of time it would take to 

sslicit and collect the additional information at the time of reservation, as well as 

at the time of check-in (in its APEX comments, BA said only that it would take 40 

seconds at check-in); and was, for the sake of analytical convenience, broken into 

four equal parts to represent the four pieces of passenger manifest information that 

are specified in the proposed rule for a passenger traveling to a country that 

requires a U.S. passport for travel to it. This latter convention was then used to 

Fastulate that it would take 30 seconds to collect the three additional pieces of 

passenger manifest information required by the proposed rule from a passenger 

traveling to a country that does not require a U.S. passport. In additiun, it was 

ass-timed that it would take one-fifth the amo~t of time to only solicit the passenger 

manifest informatiun~ as compared to both soliciting and collecting it. That is, for 

a country that requires a passport for travel to it, it is assumed that it would take 



eight secands (two secands per piece of ~~f~r~~tiun~ to just solicit passenger 

ma.ifest information. 

Before outlining arguments that might be made for or against increasing the average 

nc~ber of seconds that it assumed to take to solicit and collect passenger manifest 

Information, there are two major points to be made regarding the context in which the 

collection of the information contained in the proposed rule would take place. 

Frlrst I solicitation or solicitation and collection of passenger manifest information 

at the time of reservation would take place within the confines of existing 

conversations between passengers and travel agents or air carrier reservation 

pE'SOIUle1. Solicitation and collection of passenger manifest ~nfo~ation at the time 

of check-in is also likely to take place within the confines of existing 

cenr-ersations between passengers and air carrier check-in personnel, Such existing 

conArTersations would already be prone to random stops and starts. An estimate is 

being made only of the additional amount of time that it would take to solicit or 

solicit and collect the additional passenger manifest information in the proposed 

r-de. Second, the overall additional number of seconds needed to solicit and collect 

all pieces of additional information (30 or 40 se~onds~ is more important than the 10 

seconds allotted for the solicitation and collection of each constituent piece of 

information. The equal time simplification glosses over the facts that a close 

counterpart of one piece of information, full name, is generally collected today, and 

that a mechanized technique ~scanning ~asspor~s~ for collecting two of the four 

Fieces of information in the proposed rule (full name and passport number and issuing 

country) exists today and could become more widespread once a final passenger 

mlanifest information rule is in place- 
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Collecting passengers' full names may not require much more effort than is the case 

t today where passengers' last names and first initials are recorded (or any more 

t 

ef=oA- ---I since some carriers currently collect first and last names~. Collecting 

passengers f passport numbers and issuing countries will generally involve collecting 

a nine-digit nuder and then recording, in addition, a two alpha-character code. 

I ilhile we are unaware of any existing air carrier collection of passengers' passport 

n;rmbers and other passport information outside of air carrier participation in the 

-5 U.S. Custom Service's APIS program, it is possible that, when faced with the expanded 

collection of passenger manifest information that is contained in the proposed rule, 

there could be widespread gravitation toward collection of passport information by 

scanning passports at the time of check-in, And, were passports to be scanned at 

airport check-in, passengers' full names would be electronically read, as well. A 

shift toward scanning passengers' passports at the time of check-in would eliminate 

the time that has been allotted in the economic model for those passengers who are 

solicited for passenger manifest information at the time of reservation, but who do 

not provide such information. (For those passengers from whom passenger manifest 

information is both solicited and collected at the time of reservation, the time 

required to do so would just be shifted to the time of check-in from the time of 

reservation.) Because of the possibilities for congestion at airports, as a 

practical matter it would seem that, moreover~ air carriers would not shift the 

collection of passenger manifest information to the time of check-in unless doing SO 

(by using scanners on passports or otherwise~ would also reduce the amount of time 

that it took, overall, to solicit and collect the information. 

P:n are unaware of any ongoing explicit collection by air carriers of the other two 

pieces of information in the proposed rule, passenger emergency contact name and 

telephone number, and such information can not now be scanned from passports. It is 
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also our understanding that such information is unlikely to be included in any future 

additions to the machine-readable info~at~on found on some passports. There are 

Fractical difficulties with emergency contact information since it is prone to change 

o-.-sr time and even from trip to trip -- depending, for example, on whether family 

mE:-!bers accompany other family members on a given trip. 

:;Fth this discussion as prologue, some of the arguments that can be made as to why it 

right take on average more than $0 seconds overall to solicit and collect the 

additional passenger manifest info~at~on contained in the proposed rule are: 

@a passengers may insist that they be told &-I-J they are being asked for more 

information than has been the case in the past, which could force air 

carriers/travel agents take additional time to explain that the U.S. government 

requires that they be asked for the additional information. 

* passengers do not usually know their passport numbers, and are unlikely to have 

their passports with them when they book reservations, so travel agents and air 

carrier reservation personnel would have expend additional time calling passengers 

back to get their passport numbers. 

D Since U.S. air carriers would be collecting additional passenger manifest 

information for both U.S. and foreign-citizen passengers under the proposed rule, 

U.S. carriers may experience language difficulties in collecting passenger 

manifest information from non-English-speaking passengers. 
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soze of the arguments that can be made as to why it might not take on average more 

than 40 seconds overall to solicit and collect the additional passenger manifest 

irf crmation contained in the proposed rule are: 

e At least one of the required four pieces of passenger manifest information, full 

came, may take no longer to S&J&,& than is the case today (full name may be asked 

for today, even though we understand that air carriers generally record only 

passenger surnames and first initials) and, depending on the air carrier, not much 

longer to collect (type into the computer Reservation System or Departure Control 

S ys t em ) . 

Txo U.S. air carriers, Delta and USAir, currently collect outbound API for all 

U.S. departing passengers. As we understand it, they are already collecting full 

names (or at least first and last names~, and passport numbers from all departing 

passengers to countries that require a passport, and full names (or at least first 

and last names), and dates of birth, to countries that do not require a passport. 

For carriers collecting Uutbound API, the marginal burden of collecting the 

passenger manifest information in the proposed rule will be only soliciting and 

collecting passengers' contact persons' names and telephone numbers. 

a I‘:echanisms will evolve to minimize the inconvenience of collecting the additional 

passenger manifest information that is required in the proposed rule -- travel 

agents may keep passenger manifest info~ation on file for their regular 

passengers'and just confirm that it is still valid each time the passenger books a 

reservation and air carriers may keep passenger manifest info~ation on file for 

their frequent flyers and just confirm it each time a reservation is booked. 
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c r-q lne voluntary APIS program and the percentage of passports worldwide that are 

machine-readable will continue to expand with most of the expansion of the API.5 

program via the fast collection of passport data by machine readers at the time of 

check- in. The collection of additional information under the proposed rule will 

thus evolve, in practice, into the solicitation and collection of only passenger 

emergency contact name and telephone nuder. 

0 Khile the economic model includes time to both solicit and collect all additional 

passenger manifest information from each passenger, it is likely that some 

passengers will refuse to provide emergen&y contact information, thus reducing the 

time foregone by the passenger and the time it takes the carrier to collect the 

information. Even though air carriers would have to make a record of passengers 

that refuse to give emergency contact information, such a record could be a check 

mark or the electronic e~iva~ent of a check mark, either of which would take very 

little time to record, 

T;“-a - table on the following page contains a sensitivity analysis of the economic model 

that is used to estimate the costs of the proposed rule. It gives the costs of the 

Froposed rule when it is assumed to take on average 40, 45, 50, 55, and 60 seconds 

o-.-era11 to solicit and collect passenger manifest information for a traveler to or 

from a country that requires a passport. (The counterpart times for a non-passport 

coq~ntry are 30, 33.75, 37.5, 41.25, and 45 seconds.) The first column of the table 

glues the final estimated costs of the proposed rule from the preceding section of 

this regulatory evaluation, which were based on an assumed time of 40 seconds overall 

t'o solicit and collect additional passenger manifest information for a traveler to a 

csr:ntry that requires a passport, The table then gives the estimated costs of the 
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Fr-oposed rule based on adding 5, 10, 15, and 20 additional seconds to the average 

o-.-era11 amount of time to solicit and collect passenger manifest information. 

Type of Cost 40sec - 

$27.6 nit. 

$44.8 mil. 

$6.2 r-nil. 

$4.4 mil. 

$1.8 mil. 

$4.3 mil. 

$-I 7.2 mil. 

$34.3 r-nil. 

$56.9 mil. 

$73.3 mil. 

~20%.9 mil 

$319.6 mil. 

$23~~2~~ 

$364~4~~ 

~0.39 

~0.63 

45sec - 

$31.1 l-nil. 

$50.4 mil. 

$6.9 mil. 

$4.9 nil. 

$2.0 mil. 

$4.8 mil. 

$19.3 mil. 

$38.6 l-nil. 

$60.2 mil. 

~7~.6 mil. 

$231.2 b-nil. 

~355.~ mil. 

50 set - 

$34.6 mil. 

$66.~ mil. 

$7.7 r-nil. 

$5.5 l-nil. 

$2.2 mil. 

$5.4 l-nil. 

$21.5 r-nil. 

$42.9 n-nil. 

$63.5 nil. 

~~4.~ mil. 

$253.5 mil. 

$391.9 r-nil. 

55 set - 

$33.0 l-nil. 

$61.6 t-nil. 

$8.5 mail. 

$6.0 i-nil. 

$2.5 mil. 

$5.9 mil. 

$23.6 nil. 

$47.2 rid. 

$66.8 r-nil. 

$89.3 n-d. 

$275.8 r-nil. 

~42~‘~ rnil. 

so set - 

$41.5 mil. 

$67.2 t-nil. 

$9.3 mil. 

$6.6 nil. 

$2.7 nil. 

$6.4 r-nil. 

$25.7 nil. 

$51.5 b-nil. 

$70.1 mil. 

$94.7 nil. 

$298.1 r-nil. 

$464.2 nil. 

-r= _ _ Fixed cost (at time zero) for all times considered i s $30.5 million. 

E3 Cost per-enhanced-notification calculations here refer to the case where both the 
dLrect and indirect notification benefits of the proposed rule are considered. 

3- /. Loz and high estimates of the cost per round trip can be obtained by doubling the 
Isw and high estimates per one-way trip that are given in the table. 
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charter basis are ~~c~u~~~. DOT T-100 data are the source for the carrier lists 

AIR FA~lF~G LTD. 
AIR T~~SAT 
AIR U~~~~E 
AlR-I~~lA 
AlRSC, LTD. 
A~RTU~RS INT’L AIRWAYS 
ALIA-RUYAL ~URUA~IA~ 
AL~TALIA-LEVEE AEREE ITAL~A~E 
ALL ~~~~U~ AIRWAYS CU. 
ALM A~TILLEA~ AIRLINES 
A~T~UUA ~A~U~SE AlR~AYS 
AUM ~~~ERVE~ S.A. 
APA ~~TER~ATIU~AL AIR 
ASIA~A AIRLINES 
AUSTRIAN AIRLINES 
AVIATE~A 
8A~A~ASAlR ~UlUj~~ L~~~TE~ 
SA~IR AG 
SALLY 8~L~ARlA~ AIRLINES 
Sloan SA~~~UES~ AIRLINES 
S~ULEY AIR SERVICES LTD. 
SR~TA~~IA AIRWAYS LTD. 
SR~T~S~ AIRTU~RS LI~ITEU 
SRIT~S~ AIRWAYS PLC 
3RlT~S~ WEST I~UIA~ AIRWAYS 
~A~AUA ~~~~ AIRLINES, LTD. 
~A~AUIA~ AlRLl~ES INT’L LTD. 

RYAN ~~TER~AT~U~AL AIRLINES 
SIERRA ~AGjF~~ AIRLINES 
SI~~U~S AIRLINES 
SPURTSFL~~~T AIRWAYS 
SUN ~U~~TRY A~RLl~ES 
TU~R AIR 
TFtANS ~URLU AIRLINES 
~~~TE~ AIR LINES 
USAFRI~A AIRWAYS 
USAlR 
V~SeU~~T AIR SERVl~E 
~URLU AIRWAYS 
~URLU~UE AIRLINES SERVl~ES 



ULY~~l~ ARREARS 
P.T. ~ARU~A l~~U~ESlA~ ARK 
FAK~STA~ lN7-I A~RLl~ES 
~~ILlFPl~E AlRLl~ES, INC. 
~ULS~IE LIME LUT~ICZE 
~ULY~ES~A~ A~RLl~ES LTD. 
UA~TAS AIRWAYS LTD. 
U~ASSAR DE ~EX~~U 
RURAL AIR ~ARU~ 
SABE~A BELGIAN CURLS AIR. 
SAETA AIRLINES 
SAUDI A~BlA~ AIRLINES CORP. 
S~A~~l~AVlA~ AlRLl~ES S’fS. 
SERV. AERUL~~~S ~EX~~A~AS 
SERV~~IU AEREU LEO LOPEZ 
SERVl~~US AVE~SA 
Sl~~A~URE AlRLj~ES LTD. 
SKY SERVl~E F.&U. 
SKYJET, S.A. 

SOUTH AFRleA~ AlR~A~S 
S~A~A~R S.A. 
S~lSSAlR T~~SFURT CU., LTD 
TACA INTL AlRLl~ES 
TA~-~URT~~~ESE AIRLINES 
TARU~ RURAL AN AIR T~~S~URT 
THAf AIRWAYS JNTL LTD. 
TlME AIR, LTD. 
~~SB~SlL‘ S.A. 
T~~SL~~ ARREARS Ll~lTE~ 
TENSE. AEREUS E~E~~TlVUS 
T~~SFURTES AEREUS DE CABU 
TURK JAVA ~UL~RI, A.U. 
VARIES S.A. 
VE~EZ~E~~ INT’L AIRWAYS 
V~A~AU AEREA SAU ~A~LU 
VIRGIL AT~~Tl~ AIRWAYS 
ZULlA~A DE AVIA~IU~ 
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-.3 

2.3 
1.4 

.t 
-.2 
.7 
.a 
.3 

.% 

.9 

.7 
3.t 

.3 
-3 
.E 
.7 
‘5 

2.1 
1.E 
1.2 
f.0 

rnaas tar 

4.1 
5.: 
4.1 
4.; 
4.i 
32 
3.: 

4.7 
54 
4.7 
3.e 
9.c 
3.4 
3.c 

3.4 
5.1 
4.8 
5.6 
5.0 
4.8 
4.2 

1: 

4.3 3.8 
3.4 3.6 
4.6 4.6 
4.1 5.3 
5.0 4.7 
3.5 2.5 
3.4 3.3 
3-3 3s 
3.8 3.4 

2.1 
3.4 
6.8 
5.6 
4.0 
2.2 
1.4 
4.4 
3.0 

3.4 
5.0 
4.3 
6.3 
4.4 
4.7 
42 
3.6 
3.3 

2 
4.6 
3.L 
3.8 
3.5 

4.0 
5.2 
51 
5.6 
4.9 
4.6 
3.3 
3.4 

4.6 
3.3 
4.6 
5.6 
4.6 
2.2 
3.7 
3.8 

1.6 
4.0 
6.3 

?f 
li 
3.4 
3.1 

4.6 
33 
3.8 
3.4 

3.7 
4.0 
5.0 
5.5 
5.8 
4% 
4.5 
3.3 
32 

4.f 
4.4 
4.2 

2: 
4.6 
2.1) 
3.6 
3.7 

1.2 
6.8 
7.3 
2.1 
3.4 
2.7 
3.5 
2.7 

3.1 
4.0 
5.1 
5.1 
4.9 
4.3 
4.0 
4.1 
32 

10.1 
9.6 

::t 



&Tership : Private industry 

-x-ear Qtrl Qtr2 Qtr3 Qtre 
1996 87.1 37.8 88.6 89.3 
1987 90.3 90.8 92.1 92.9 
:9sa 94.3 95.4 96.9 97.5 
I,039 99.0 100.0 101.8 102.9 
1?9C 104.9 105.8 107.5 108.7 
- ooi */*- 110.1 111.1 112.8 113.9 
1992 115.3 116.4 118.0 119.0 
1993 120.4 121.3 122.2 12i.9 
1994 124.6 125.3 126.3 126.8 
1995 127.7 128.4 129.3 129.9 
I93-f 131.6 132.6 

tttt*tf,*tf+,**+**Z*+*,*t**~***~**~~~~~~~~~~~j~~***j* 

c=viPS Ii3 : eCu11142i -a_ 

KZE Seasonally Adjusted 
Zezpensatics : Total compensation 

employment Cost Index 

Series ID : ecull122i 

act Seasonally Adjusted 
fozpensation : Total compensation 
Z-roux3 : Professional, specialty, and technical #~cupations 

An Av 
n/a 
n/a 
nia 
nia 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a ,. 
n/a 

‘zr3-q : Administrative support, in~.~ud~ng clerical, occupations 
Gbrership : Private industry 

Qtrl 
37.0 
90.0 
94.4 
98.9 

104.2 
108.6 
113.6 
118.1 
122.5 
126.5 
130.1 

Qtr2 
87.8 
90.8 
95.3 

100.0 
105.3 
109.9 
114.4 
119.2 
123.5 
127.3 
130.3 

Qtr3 Qtr4 
88.3 89.0 
91.8 92.6 
96.6 97.3 

101.2 102.3 
106.4 107.3 
111.0 111.9 
115.5 116.4 
120.3 121.2 
124.5 125.1 
128.1 129.0 

An Av 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 



$12.14 

14.72 
20.14 
21.40 
If.19 
22.50 
10.56 
10.36 

s4.94 

5.54 
7.62 

~~ 
8.63 
3.26 
4.29 

5.62 
7.11 
5.74 
5.67 
3.67 

2.05 

6.83 
6.46 
7.03 
7.35 
5.62 

4.26 
7.6s 
5.31 

;:ii 
4.42 

Go St 1 

s1.11 

.a7 
1.30 
1.04 

93 
s4 

so.44 

.47 
li 
-87 
‘47 

:: 
89 

.SB 

.70 
21 
.49 
-36 

‘12 

-71 
.Bf 
.72 
63 
257 

.38 
2% 
.46 
.I4 
.81 
‘33 

Pm&m Of tatat Gum 

21 

1.38 
.64‘ 

I.55 
1.72 
1.32 

1.02 
1s 
120 

27 
7.50 
1.12 

1.45 
f-75 
1.64 
1.33 

‘93 

‘47 

1 .Bf 
1.3s 
1.96 
2.25 
1.56 

1.03 
2.08 
‘I.42 

A0 
1.43 
1.06 

so.52 

s9 
.Sl 
.87 
-78 
.QS 
27 
‘42 

.63 
ad 
‘61 
.a 
.36 

*I2 

.a 

.9t 
a1 

:E 

-41 
34 
.47 
‘11 
*66 
.43 

3.0% 

2.9 

t: 
3.3 
3.1 
2.0 
2.9 

3.7 
3.9 ’ 
3.8 

i:: 

1.4, 

4.1 
4.4 
3.9 
42 
3.4 

2.6 
3d 
2.8 
12 

xi 

51.60 

1.60 
2.31 
2.21 
t.69 
2.33 
1.22 
1.19 

1.9% 
2.46 
1.65 
2.17 
1.46 

.§e 

2.08 
2.91 
1.67 
2.01 

* 1.70 

1.44 
2.34 
1.72 
1.01 
1.52 
1.47 

s0.m 

02% 

d 
2 
*l 




